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ABSTRACT

Illegitimate Tasks and Performance Outcomes: The Moderating Role of the Perception of
Coworker Sharing Illegitimate Tasks Experiences
by
Marino Alessandro Mugayar-Baldocchi
Advisor: Zhiqing Zhou
Illegitimate tasks are unreasonable and unnecessary tasks that violate an individual’s work
identity and the existing literature suggests that they can be linked with various employee strains.
The detrimental aspect of illegitimate tasks is mainly based on the recipients’ perception rather
than on their inherent characteristics, yet prior research on illegitimate tasks fails to account for
contextual factors that might affect the perception of this experience and its outcomes. In
addition, behavioral outcomes within the domain of employee performance, such as in-role
performance and organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) have been largely overlooked. The
current research explored the relationship between perceived illegitimate tasks and in-role
performance and OCBs via state self-esteem and state negative affect. Moreover, perceived
coworker sharing of illegitimate tasks was tested as a first stage moderator of the relationship
between perceived illegitimate tasks and state self-esteem and negative affect. Using a hand-off
approach, 188 participant-coworker pairs from a variety of industries and occupations were
recruited through a panel company. The focal participants completed a 10-minute survey,
including measures of illegitimate tasks, perceived coworker sharing of illegitimate tasks, state
self-esteem, and state negative affect. Following the focal participant’s completion, a coworker
completed a seven-minute survey largely with ratings of the focal participant’s in-role
iv

performance and OCBs. Results showed that illegitimate tasks are negatively related to state selfesteem and positively related to state negative affect. Furthermore, state self-esteem was
positively related to in-role performance. No other analyses revealed statistically significant
relationships. Theoretically, the results of this study provides support for a number of tenets of
the ‘stress as disrespect’ (SAD) pathway in the Stress-as-Offense-to-Self model (Semmer et al.,
2007). The insights gathered from this research may be useful in increasing the understanding of
how individuals react to their tasks but also, to tasks assigned to coworkers. More specifically,
managers may increasingly hold themselves accountable for assigning legitimate tasks to
employees and also ensuring that their direct reports understand the legitimate nature of these
tasks through framing or giving an explanation for the task.

Keywords: illegitimate tasks, in-role performance, OCBs, perceived sharing, employee health,
strain, workplace stress
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Illegitimate Tasks and Performance Outcomes: The Moderating Role of the Perception of
Coworker Sharing Illegitimate Tasks Experiences
The workplace in the new millennium has undergone notable changes to its composition
(Cascio & Aguinis, 2011). As financial resources in organizations have been reduced, hierarchies
have become flatter and employee roles have expanded to encompass additional tasks beyond
their traditional responsibilities. These tasks present challenges to employees’ professional
identity as they may feel like they should not have to do these tasks. From the employers’
perspective, a prolonged lack of role clarity may subsequently result in significant issues with
employee productivity (Bray & Brawley, 2002; Fried et al., 2003), engagement (Ro & Lee, 2017)
and, ultimately, turnover intentions (Panaccio & Vandenberghe, 2011). With the millennial
generation of workers, who value task significance, personal attention, praise, and work
autonomy (Myers & Sadaghiani, 2010), accounting for an ever-growing percentage of the
workforce, these task and identity-based issues appear poised to become a key organizational
challenge.
Illegitimate tasks are one such identity-based stressor that has recently received notable
attention (e.g., Eatough et al., 2016; Semmer, Jacobshagen, Meier, & Elfering, 2007; Semmer,
Tschan, Meier, Facchin, & Jacobshagen, 2010). Illegitimate tasks are tasks that individuals
perceive as not reflecting what can be appropriately expected of them in a given role (Semmer et
al., 2007). Semmer et al. (2007) also conceptualized illegitimate tasks to come in two forms:
unreasonable tasks and unnecessary tasks. Unreasonable tasks require an individual to perform
an activity that is either above or below their current skill level. While unreasonable tasks are
commonly thought to be demoting in nature (i.e., asking a paralegal at a law firm to get coffee for
the group meeting), there are also unreasonable tasks that can be seen as promoting. For example,
asking a first-year medical student to stay in the ICU alone overnight would be seen as a
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promoting unreasonable task as the activity, although desirable and prestigious, requires a skill
level above the individual’s capability. Unnecessary tasks, on the other hand, are task
assignments that simply do not need to be done. An example is a department chair asking an
administrative assistant to reorganize student files in reverse alphabetical order. Although
organizing student files is part of an administrative assistant’s work role, having to reorganize
them in reverse alphabetical order will likely lead the individual to perceive it as an unnecessary
illegitimate task. However, despite the two-type qualification of illegitimate tasks, most tasks are
mixed and contain both unreasonable and unnecessary aspects (Fila & Eatough, 2019). Whether
this identity violation occurs or not is dependent on the individual’s appraisal of the task
assignment as falling inside or outside of the perceived work role. More specifically, this means
that no task is inherently legitimate or illegitimate and the identity violation occurs as a result of
an individual’s interpretation.
Although previous research has found that experiences of illegitimate tasks were
associated with emotional strain (e.g., resentment and irritability, Semmer et al., 2015),
attitudinal strain (e.g., job satisfaction, Eatough et al., 2016), and behavioral strain (e.g.,
counterproductive work behavior, Zhou, Eatough & Wald, 2018), several key topics remain
unexplored. First, previous illegitimate tasks research has largely focused on emotional
(resentment and irritability, Semmer et al., 2015) and attitudinal outcomes (job satisfaction,
Eatough et al., 2016), devoting less attention to performance-related outcomes. Rotundo and
Sackett (2002) argue that the performance domain has three components: in-role performance,
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs), and counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs).
While the relationship between illegitimate tasks and CWBs, as well as potential mediators in this
relationship, have been examined in previous studies (e.g., Semmer et al., 2010; Zhou et al.,
2018), only Ma and Peng (2018) have provided evidence for the relationship between illegitimate

ILLEGITIMATE TASKS AND PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES
3

tasks and in-role performance with a quasi-experimental design, suggesting a negative
relationship mediated by job identity. In relation to OCBs, to date, there have been no studies
investigating its relationship with illegitimate tasks. Given that the relationship between
illegitimate tasks and CWBs has been largely established in the literature, the current work seeks
to examine the effect of illegitimate tasks on in-role performance and OCBs. This focus,
combined with previous studies’ findings about illeigitmate tasks and CWBs, will provide a more
comprehensive understanding of the performance-related implications of illeigitmate tasks.
Second, only a few mediational processes (e.g., psychological detachment, anger, state
self-esteem, negative affect) have been explored to explain the effects of illegitimate tasks on
outcome variables (Eatough et al., 2016; Pereira, Semmer, & Elfering, 2014; Sonnentag &
Lischetzke, 2018; Zhou et al., 2018). This relative paucity of research creates an opportunity to
investigate other important affective and cognitive processes that may explain the relationship
between illegitimate tasks and performance outcomes. Thus, the current study specifically
focuses on negative affect and self-esteem as potential mediators of the relationship between
illegitimate tasks and in-role performance and OCBs, and the choices are driven by both
theoretical and empirical reasons.
Theoretically, the Stress-as-Offense-to-Self model (SOS; Semmer et al., 2007) proposes
that individual strains can be partly explained by idiosyncratic affective and cognitive processes;
complementarily, Sociometer Theory proposes that reactions to perceiving relatively low social
standing include experiencing lower self-esteem and higher negative affect (Leary, 2005).
Empirically, negative affect and lower self-esteem have been identified as reactions to threats to
social acceptance (Leary, 2005) and illegitimate tasks (Eatough et al., 2016; Semmer et al., 2015;
Sonnentag & Lischetzke, 2018). In addition, prior research has found support for the relationships
of self-esteem and negative affect with in-role performance and OCBs, respectively (e.g., Harter
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& Marold, 1991; Kaplan, Bradley, Lunchman, & Haynes, 2009; Podsakoff, Whiting, Blume, &
Podsakoff, 2009; Shockley, Ispas, Rossi, & Levine, 2012). Thus, it is likely that they can be the
linking pins of the relationships of illegitimate tasks with in-role performance and OCBs.
Finally, while prior research has examined some within-individual (e.g., daily time
pressure; Zhou et al., 2018) or between-individual (e.g., trait self-esteem, Eatough et al., 2016)
variables as moderators of the relationship between illegitimate tasks experiences and employee
outcomes, it has been suggested that contextual variables may also influence employee reactions
to illegitimate tasks (Zhou et al., 2018). Based on Sociometer Theory (Leary, 2005; Leary et al.,
1995), when individuals experience a social event they are likely to look to others as a point of
reference to gauge their relative level of acceptance and inclusion. This process of evaluating the
relational information of an event, particularly a negative one such as an illegitimate task, may
affect the intensity of their emotional and behavioral reactions.
Specifically, given that illegitimate tasks convey a threat to social esteem (Semmer et al.,
2007), if others in a group are not experiencing the same unpleasant event such as illegitimate
tasks, then the individual’s reactions to the event may be exacerbated because the individual may
feel inferior to others (Leary, 2005). On the other hand, if others are also experiencing the
unpleasant event, then each individual’s reactions to the event may not be aggravated to the same
extent as when being singled out; the negative impact of the threat to social esteem may be
reduced as no one around the individual is experiencing a better outcome (Leary, Terdal, Tambor,
& Downs, 1995). Therefore, the third goal of the present study is to explore the moderating effect
of perception of coworker sharing illegitimate tasks experiences on the relationship between
illegitimate tasks experiences and related outcomes. This would expand the illegitimate tasks
literature to consider whether an individual believes that these unpleasant task experiences are
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also shared by other members of a group as an important situational cue that affects one’s
reactions to illegitimate tasks.
To sum up, in the current study, I will examine negative affect and self-esteem as
mediators in the relationship between illegitimate tasks and performance outcomes (in-role
performance and OCBs). Additionally, I will test if perceived coworker sharing of illegitimate
tasks experiences acts as a moderator of the relationship between illegitimate tasks and the
aforementioned mediators. In the following sections, I will provide an overview of the concept of
illegitimate tasks and the theoretical frameworks used in the current study. Then I will discuss the
relationships of illegitimate tasks with in-role performance and OCBs, followed by discussions of
self-esteem and negative affect as mediators of the relationship of illegitimate tasks with in-role
performance and OCBs. Lastly, the effect of perceived coworker sharing of illegitimate tasks
experiences as a first stage moderator of the relationship between illegitimate tasks and the
mediators will be explained. Figure 1 summarizes all proposed relationships in the current study.
Literature Review
Illegitimate Tasks as a Unique Construct
Illegitimate tasks are considered a workplace stressor (Semmer et al., 2015). More
specifically, illegitimate tasks can be considered as a special form of task-based injustice that is
related to yet distinct from role conflict and justice considerations (Semmer et al., 2010). Semmer
et al. (2015) provided a comprehensive review and test of the relationship between illegitimate
tasks and similar constructs, demonstrating the unique effects of illegitimate tasks above and
beyond related constructs with two cross-sectional studies.
Specifically, Semmer and colleagues (2015) argue tasks are perceived as illegitimate
because they present a special kind of role conflict that is tied with inappropriate role
expectations rather than the traditional moral focus of person-role conflict, where a person’s
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individual values are in conflict with a role demand. Additionally, justice theories can explain the
ensuing reactions to the appraisal of a task as illegitimate. Semmer et al. (2015) argue that
injustice constitutes a stressor because the targets often perceive disrespect. For example, an
employee may not feel like he or she was given a fair amount of work in a team project
(distributive injustice) or that he or she had a grievance that was not listened to while meeting
with the supervisor (interactional injustice). These events may lead the individual to feel
disrespected, which threatens social standing because the norms of adequate interpersonal
treatment were not followed. This threat to social standing may subsequently damage one’s
sense-of-self as the victim’s identity was partly invalidated in the unjust interaction. The unique
effect of illegitimate tasks emerges because traditional justice considerations deal with
distributive, procedural, and interpersonal injustice but cannot account for task-based injustice.
Thus, illegitimate tasks are related to role conflict and justice considerations but remain a unique
construct.
Empirical evidence has been provided to support it as a distinct construct. In two crosssectional studies, Semmer et al. (2015) demonstrated that illegitimate tasks predicted important
outcomes, including self-esteem, resentment, and burnout above and beyond role conflict,
distributive injustice, procedural injustice, and interactional injustice. They specifically
demonstrated that illegitimate tasks were positively related to the different facets of justice,
particularly to procedural/interactional justice, yet accounted for unique variance in the
aforementioned outcomes. Thus, both the conceptual and empirical evidence suggests that
illegitimate tasks are related to both role conflict and justice facets yet account for distinct
variance in relevant strain variables, indicating that illegitimate tasks represent a unique construct
distinctive from role conflict and injustice.
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Methodological Approaches to Illegitimate Tasks
In terms of methodological approaches, prior research on illegitimate tasks has utilized
cross-sectional between-person designs, longitudinal designs, and within-person designs such as
daily diary studies. Firstly, studies with cross-sectional between-person designs, such as Bjork,
Bejerot, Jacobshagen and Harenstam (2013), explored the effect of organizational characteristics
on the prevalence of illegitimate tasks. They found that certain organizational characteristics,
including competition for resources between units, unfair resource allocation and unclear decision
structure, predicted greater reporting of illegitimate tasks by employees. Semmer et al. (2010)
investigated the relationship between illegitimate tasks and CWBs and found a unique proportion
of CWBs variance was predicted by illegitimate tasks above and beyond effort-reward imbalance
(ERI) and organizational justice.
Furthermore, Semmer et al. (2015) conducted two cross-sectional studies testing the
association between illegitimate tasks and emotional strain/well-being outcomes, controlling for
role conflict, the three types of injustice (i.e., distributive, procedural and interactional), and
social stressors. The authors reported that illegitimate tasks were a unique predictor of emotional
strain/well-being outcomes, providing evidence that it is a distinct construct from role conflict
and justice types.
Longitudinal designs have been used to build on the findings of cross-sectional studies.
For example, to better understand the directionality of the relationship between illegitimate tasks
and strains, Semmer et al. (2015) conducted a time-lagged study with a two-month interval
between the initial measurement and time 2 measurement. The authors controlled for initial
strains level at time 2 and found evidence that illegitimate tasks were associated with higher
levels of strains. They did not find supporting evidence for higher levels of strains leading to a
greater perception of illegitimate tasks. Although this design was non-experimental and a causal
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conclusion cannot be made, the findings provide some initial evidence of directionality that
illegitimate tasks are associated with higher levels of strains.
Within-person designs such as daily diary studies have been used to investigate
illegitimate tasks’ relationships with within-person fluctuations of emotional reactions and
behaviors. For example, Eatough et al. (2016) found that illegitimate tasks were associated with
lower state self-esteem throughout the day. Additionally, although illegitimate tasks were related
to higher levels of anger and lower state self-esteem that lasted throughout the day and until the
evening, the effect did not carry over for the next day. Moreover, Zhou et al. (2018) found that
the within-person relationship between illegitimate tasks and CWBs was mediated by end-of-day
anger. Moreover, the relationship between illegitimate tasks and anger was moderated by daily
time pressure, such that higher pressure exacerbated the relationship between illegitimate tasks
and anger. Thus, within-person designs have provided evidence for the relationship of illegitimate
tasks with daily fluctuations in a variety of emotional, well-being, and performance strain
outcomes.
Theoretical Background
Stress-as-Offense-to-Self Model
The Stress-as-Offense-to-Self (SOS; Semmer et al., 2007) model has been widely used to
explain the effects of illegitimate tasks. In this model, Semmer and colleagues (2007) propose
that human beings have an inherent need to feel pride in themselves (i.e., self-esteem) and to be
esteemed by others (i.e., social esteem). More specifically, there are two pathways where selfesteem and social esteem are thought to operate through. Self-esteem relates to one’s personal
feelings of achievement and failure from both a competence and a moral standpoint.
Achievement leads one to experience feelings of pride whereas failure is appraised as a stressful
event. In relation to the individual’s competence, whether the failure itself will lead to strains
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depends on whether the individual attributes the event to internal or external forces. According to
Tracy and Robins (2004), internal attributions of failure lead to stronger unpleasant reactions as
self-referent emotions, such as guilt and shame, negatively impact one’s self-esteem. This
pathway is termed the ‘stress through insufficiency’ (SIN).
Apart from the need to feel pride in oneself, i.e., self-esteem, human beings also have a
need to be esteemed by others. An individual feels socially esteemed when treated with respect,
fairness, and dignity by other people (Semmer et al., 2005). This idea is derived from relational
fairness theories, which suggest that human beings derive meaning and understanding of their
social standing from the way they are treated in social situations (Semmer et al., 2007). If one is
treated poorly, this may convey low social esteem and may lead to the experience of stress. More
specifically, this pathway is termed ‘stress as disrespect’ (SAD) and there are three main ways
through which human beings may experience social esteem stress: 1) legitimacy of social
interactions, 2) legitimacy of stressors, and 3) legitimacy of task demands. The latter component,
legitimacy of task demands, and the SAD pathway are the primary focus of this research.
Specifically, task demands that may be perceived as unfair, disrespectful, or degrading, called
illegitimate tasks, violate an individual’s professional identity and cause social esteem stress. In
this paper, the SOS model will be used to develop the main effects and mediation hypotheses,
where the relationship between illegitimate tasks and performance outcomes and the relationship
between illegitimate tasks and self-esteem/negative affect will be proposed.
Sociometer Theory
Sociometer Theory (Leary et al., 1995; Leary & Baumeister, 2000; Leary, 2005) will be
used to provide a rationale for the effects of the social context on a focal individual’s reactions to
a negative interpersonal event, such as illegitimate tasks. In this section, Sociometer Theory will
first be introduced, followed by an application of the theoretical rationale to illegitimate tasks and
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general emotional and behavioral outcomes and concluded with an application to the perceived
coworker sharing of illegitimate tasks experiences.
Similar to the SOS model (Semmer et al., 2007), Sociometer Theory (Leary, 2005) is
based in part on an inherent human need to belong to social settings and groups (Gagne & Deci,
2005; Maslow, 1943; Murray, 1938). However, Sociometer Theory (Leary, 2005) diverges from
other theories describing self-esteem processes by arguing that humans do not pursue self-esteem
for its own sake but, rather, self-esteem acts as an individual’s internal gauge for interpersonal
acceptance. More specifically, Leary (2005) proposes that human beings are constantly
monitoring their social environment for indicators of other people’s acceptance, or lack thereof,
of their attitudes and behaviors. Self-esteem, then, serves as an interpersonal monitor to help
guide future behaviors in an attempt to increase interpersonal acceptance or to minimize
behaviors that may lead to social rejection.
When experiencing a social event, an individual is being alerted to a potential inclusion or
threat of exclusion in the relational context. The more socially accepted the individual feels in a
given context, the better he/she will feel about himself/herself whereas the greater the threat of
exclusion, the worse the person will feel. Additionally, Sociometer Theory (Leary, 2005)
proposes that behaviors following perceived inclusion or exclusion are also affected because the
individual has to examine: 1) what happened, 2) what the event may be attributed to, and 3) what
can/should be done to restore the self-concept. In other words, self-esteem is not a marker of selfworth independent of other people or context; rather, self-esteem is an indicator of relational
value or perceived esteem, which is reflected in both affective states and behaviors in a social
setting.
The value of Sociometer Theory (Leary, 2005) to understanding the effect of perceived
coworker sharing of illegitimate tasks experiences emerges when considering how one’s self-
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esteem is affected by the perceived relational value in a given context. As mentioned before, the
SOS model (Semmer et al., 2007) proposes that illegitimate tasks are relational events that
convey low social esteem to the task recipient. According to Sociometer Theory (Leary, 2005), as
individuals are motivated to monitor their social environment for cues of inclusion or exclusion,
receiving an illegitimate task in a group context while the other group members are not
experiencing, or experience less of, the same situation should feel more threat of potential
exclusion and react in a stronger way.
As a result, based on Sociometer Theory (Leary, 2005), an individual perceiving to
experience illegitimate tasks alone or more than others in a group setting may lead that individual
to interpret the task assignment as an environmental cue signaling potential exclusion or low
relational value as he/she is the only member of the group who has to perform a task suggestive
of lower value. On the other hand, if the individual perceives that others in the same group
receive the same illegitimate task, there would be no disparity in relational value among the
group members. Despite the illegitimate task remaining a disrespectful social event, it is unlikely
that attribution of competence or incompetence may be made toward any individual as the
situational cue similarly informs the relational value of each group member.
Thus, Sociometer Theory (Leary, 2005) can theoretically support the predictions related to
the impact of perceiving other people’s illegitimate tasks experiences on the relationship between
illegitimate tasks and related outcomes. By arguing that individuals seek acceptance and to
maintain a level of relational value that is indicative of acceptance in a group, Sociometer Theory
(Leary, 2005) supports the exacerbating effects of the social devaluation brought about by
perceiving others not experiencing or experiencing less illegitimate tasks.
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Hypothesis Development
Illegitimate Tasks and Performance Outcomes
Defining in-role performance and OCBs. In this study, in-role performance will be
operationalized based on Rotundo and Sackett’s (2002) definition. They define performance as
“behaviors that contribute to the production of a good or the provision of a service” (p. 67). Inrole performance is defined in such a way as to distinguish it from OCBs or contextual
performance. Complementarily, the definition of OCBs will be based on Organ’s (1997)
conceptualization, which defined OCBs as “performance that supports the social and
psychological environment in which task performance tasks place” (p. 95).
Though there has been much research on workplace stressors, particularly role stressors,
and their relationship with performance outcomes, to date there have only been three attempts to
explore the effects of illegitimate tasks on a facet of performance. The first attempt was made by
Semmer et al. (2010) who found that illegitimate tasks predicted employees’ CWBs above and
beyond facets of organizational justice. Zhou et al. (2018) conducted a daily diary study and
found that receiving more illegitimate tasks during the day is related to higher levels of next-day
CWBs. Ma and Peng (2018) conducted the third relevant study, exploring the link between
illegitimate tasks and in-role performance. Ma and Peng (2018) conducted a time-lagged study
and found initial evidence that, based on supervisor ratings, illegitimate tasks are negatively
associated with in-role performance. However, the authors urged future research to consider
using additional and multiple sources, such as coworkers, for the ratings of performance to
complement their findings using only the supervisor.
In-role performance. Both the SOS model (Semmer et al., 2007) and Sociometer Theory
(Leary, 2005) propose that individuals generally tend to pursue and engage in behaviors that
promote their well-being and a positive self-image in social settings. An illegitimate task
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assignment typically conveys a message of low social esteeming toward the task recipient and
would damage not only the recipients’ view of themselves but also others’ views of the task
recipient. The SOS model (Semmer et al., 2007) and Sociometer Theory (Leary, 2005) suggest
that individuals experience unpleasant emotions from negative social events and that those
emotions influence subsequent behaviors that emerge to deal with those signals of potential social
rejection. More specifically, one may extend that rationale to suggest that experiencing
illegitimate tasks may lead recipients to invest fewer efforts into tasks to guard themselves
against possible exclusion from the group. The individual may feel that his or her position in the
group is no longer sustainable, due to the repeated devaluation from illegitimate task assignments
and reduce efforts to preserve their self-concept.
Additionally, evidence for the relationship between illegitimate tasks and in-role
performance can be drawn from the associations of both constructs with organizational justice
violations. According to the SOS model, illegitimate tasks can be seen as a special case of taskbased injustice that does not fit into the traditional model of justice (Semmer et al., 2007).
Experiencing a justice violation may affect the focal person’s in-role performance because the
person may behave with greater vigilance and risk aversion toward possible future threats,
preferring to preserve self-image instead of investing in a task assigned by the potential source of
the violation.
Empirical evidence can be drawn from meta-analytic efforts that have found justice
violations to be associated with a decrease in in-role performance. For example, Cohen-Charash
and Spector (2001) and Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, and Ng (2001) conducted two seminal
meta-analytic efforts of the justice literature and concluded that, in descending relationship
magnitude, procedural and distributive justice were positively associated with in-role
performance (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). The authors suggested that
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an organizational environment that is perceived just reflects generally trustworthy relationships
between employees and managers and employees and the organization, which allows individuals
to better concentrate their efforts toward the task. Thus, based on the above rationale, the
following hypothesis is proposed:
Hypothesis 1a: Illegitimate tasks will be negatively related to in-role performance.
OCBs. One can draw on Social Identity Theory (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) to
explainwhy threats to the victim’s professional identity may be associated with a reduction in
effort toward supporting the psychological and social environment of the organization.
Foundational to Social Identity Theory, Tajfel and Turner (1986) suggest that individuals’
behaviors may be influenced by whether they orient themselves as individuals with unique needs
or as enthusiastic members of a group. If the individual feels threatened by the group, then a shift
in the locus of identity may occur away from the collective and toward individual categorization.
Consequently, the individual may reduce behaviors toward the group in order to preserve one’s
self-image. In other words, reductions in OCBs may be associated with experiencing illegitimate
tasks.
An alternative view is presented by Vigoda-Gadot (2007), who suggests certain OCBs are
perceived as compulsory behaviors, with external pressure being applied through organizational
factors, such as culture and supervisory expectation. The author proposes that OCBs employees
intrepret as expected by supervisors are actually a different construct called compulsory
citizenship behaviors (CCBs), which could be partly contaminating the traditional measurement
of OCBs and reducing relationship between various predictors and the overall level of OCBs.
Vigoda-Gadot (2007) found that the employee’s interpretation of a task being either in-role or
extra role is an important influence on the emotional reactions and subsequent behavior as there
are different incentives associated with each interpretation. In other words, illegitimate tasks
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could be positively associated with OCBs, if employees interpret them as compulsory extra-role
behaviors.
To date, there are no published studies investigating the relationship between illegitimate
tasks and OCBs. However, to support these propositions, one may draw on the empirical
evidence from the related area of role stressors. Two meta-analyses by Gilboa, Shirom, Fried, and
Cooper (2008) and Eatough et al. (2011) have demonstrated that role stressors have a generally
negative impact on OCBs. Of particular relevance, both sets of authors concluded that role
conflict is negatively related to OCBs. Alternatively, Vigoda-Gadot (2007) found that other role
stressors, such as overall job stress, that were perceived to be expected by the supervisor were
positively related OCBs. As illegitimate tasks are a special case of role conflict (Semmer et al.,
2015), one may expect a similar relationship between role stressors and OCBs where there is a
reduction in OCBs after experiencing illegitimate tasks. Thus, the following hypothesis is
proposed:
Hypothesis 1b: Illegitimate tasks will be negatively related to OCBs.
Illegitimate Tasks, Self-Esteem, and Performance
In the following section, the relationship between illegitimate tasks and both aspects of
performance will be discussed with an emphasis on the mediational role of state self-esteem.
State self-esteem, or self-evaluations carried out in the present moment (Rubin & Hewstone,
1998), is a natural extension of the SOS model (Semmer et al., 2007) and Social Identity Theory
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986, 2010). The SOS model deals with interpersonal events, such as
illegitimate tasks, that impact an individual’s relational value while Social Identity Theory can
explain how specific forms of ingroup behaviors affects individuals’ social categorization and
consequently their self-esteem.
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Illegitimate tasks and state self-esteem. Both the SOS model (Semmer et al., 2007) and
Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 2010) propose that self-esteem plays a key role in how
social events (such as, illegitimate tasks) may affect individuals’ reactions or behaviors. The SOS
model (Semmer et al., 2007) suggests that illegitimate tasks violate one’s professional identity
and lead to a subsequent devaluation of the individual. This task-based social devaluation lowers
state self-esteem because the task recipient interprets the task assignment as disrespectful of their
skills and abilities by being outside of their perceived work role. Social Identity Theory (Tajfel &
Turner, 2010) proposes that the more that an individual identifies with a particular category, the
greater relational value they derive from that social membership. Disrespectful social events, such
as illegitimate tasks, may be perceived as a threat to one’s social identity because they signal
differences between the self and the other in-group members. Consequently, this perceived lower
relational standing may lead to lower state self-esteem. Thus, both the SOS model (Semmer et
al., 2007) and Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 2010) provide a framework explaining
state self-esteem decrement as an expected outcome of illegitimate tasks.
There are three prior studies of illegitimate tasks that provide evidence for this rationale.
Schulte-Braucks, Baethge, Dormann, and Vahle-Hinz (2019) explored the relationship between
illegitimate tasks and work state self-esteem and found that illegitimate tasks were associated
with lower work state self-esteem. Eatough et al. (2016) conducted a daily diary study and found
that illegitimate tasks are associated with lower state self-esteem. Sonnentag and Lischetzke
(2018) found that receiving unreasonable or unnecessary tasks throughout the day was associated
with lower end-of-day state self-esteem. Thus, there was a clear link between illegitimate tasks
and self-esteem shown in prior research, and the current research will seek to replicate those
findings to provide additional support for the previously established relationship. In turn, I
propose the following hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 2: Illegitimate tasks will be negatively related to state self-esteem.
State self-esteem and in-role performance. The theoretical support for the association
between self-esteem and performance can be drawn from Social Identity Theory (Tajfel &
Turner, 2010), which posits that individuals derive a sense of pride and self-esteem from
belonging to a group and identifying with it. Negative social events, such as illegitimate tasks,
may suggest to individuals that they hold lower relational status in the group as they feel they
may be treated differently to the rest of the in-group. As a result, the individual may identify less
with the group and experience a subsequent drop in self-esteem. This decreased identification
with the group may lower an individual’s motivation to see the group’s goals and targets as their
own, which may lead the individual to withhold effort in a performance context (Van
Knippenberg, 2000).
Empirical support has been provided for the relationship between self-esteem and in-role
performance. Increased state self-esteem has been associated with higher in-role performance
(Jraidi & Frasson, 2010; Schrauger & Rosenberg, 1970). For example, Jraidi and Frasson (2010)
demonstrated that when learners experienced higher state self-esteem, they also tended to perform
better in terms of learning performance compared to the control condition. One of the reasons
given by the authors was that individuals experiencing higher self-esteem were displaying greater
mental concentration, hence the higher subsequent performance. Moreover, Schrauger and
Rosenberg (1970) investigated the effects of performance feedback on both state self-esteem and
subsequent in-role performance. They found that lower state self-esteem led to lower in-role
performance. The authors found that changes to state self-esteem had a significant impact on
subsequent in-role performance, particularly when the change was in the direction consistent with
trait self-esteem.
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Thus, higher levels of state self-esteem tend to allow individuals to display higher focus
through more efforts and accomplish tasks, i.e., higher in-role performance, whereas lower levels
of self-esteem appear to be associated with individuals performing more poorly. Subsequently, I
propose the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 3a: State self-esteem will be positively related to in-role performance.
State self-esteem and OCBs. OCBs are behaviors that support the psychological and
social environment around the core tasks (Organ, 1997). Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner,
2010) suggests that individuals derive self-esteem from belonging to a group they find highly
desirable. The lower the perceived identification with the group, the greater the feeling of lower
relational value. This lower relational value which may be associated with the individual
withholding efforts from the group in order to minimize their feeling of lower self worth. This is
because it is not advantageous for people to invest resources and efforts into supporting the group
if there is an increased possibility that they may not be a part of that group in the future. On the
other hand, if an individual feels accepted by the group, one may expect an increase in selfesteem, due to relational valuing, and subsequent prosocial behavior directed toward the group
because this would be congruent with the person’s self-image and identification with the group.
There is empirical evidence to support these theoretical propositions. Peng and Zeng
(2017) found that lower state self-esteem was negatively associated with prosocial behavior in the
workplace. The authors argued that withdrawing socially helpful behaviors to coworkers may be
seen as a way of dealing with the feeling of lower relational value. Similarly, MacDonald and
Leary (2005) argue that self-esteem fluctuations promote a fight/flight response that low selfesteem may be associated with greater social withdrawing and reduction of supportive behaviors
toward the source of the relational devaluation in order to protect the self psychologically.
Additionally, McMillen, Sanders, and Solomon (1977) found that, following a manipulation of
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state self-esteem, individuals who reported lower state self-esteem showed a significantly lower
rate of helping behavior than individuals with higher state self-esteem. As a result, I propose the
following:
Hypothesis 3b: State self-esteem will be positively related to OCBs.
Summary of the mediation process. The theoretical rationale discussed above for each
of the direct effects can be combined to explain the process where state self-esteem mediates the
negative relationship between illegitimate tasks and in-role performance/OCBs. Both the SOS
model (Semmer et al., 2007) and the Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 2010) suggest that
group identification plays an important role in providing esteem related cues through the degree
of identification or relative deprivation within a social group. According to the SOS model
(Semmer et al., 2007), self-esteem would be impacted by the professional identity violation
derived from the disrespect of the illegitimate task assignment. Complementarily, Social Identity
Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 2010) allows one to infer that an illegitimate task is a negative social
cue that may be associated with lowering the degree of identification with a social group due to a
feeling of relative deprivation or a harmful upward social comparison. Since the individual
derives self-esteem from the group, this lowered identification is then associated with decreased
self-esteem. Thus, when an unpleasant social event such as an illegitimate task takes place, it is
likely to negatively impact the recipient's self-esteem.
Subsequently, reduced self-esteem due to illegitimate tasks experiences is expected to
impact performance outcomes. Drawing on the identity-stressor foundation of the SOS model
(Semmer et al., 2007), as the individual’s identity has been threatened, focus and motivation
toward in-role performance or OCBs may be reduced as the individual evaluates the threat to the
self-concept. Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 2010) offers a similar explanation: as the
degree of identification with the group is decreased due to an increase of perceived differences
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between the recipient and the other in-group members, the individual compensates for the loss of
self-esteem by reducing effort toward a task or OCBs. This potential threat to social standing will
also increase the individual’s self-consciousness as the person examines the social environment
and the self in an attempt to understand whether to attribute the threat to situational or
dispositional forces. These self-conscious and self-evaluative processes should negatively
interfere with in-role performance and OCBs, thereby reducing both. Thus, based on the rationale
discussed above, I will combine the previously outlined direct effects hypotheses to propose the
following mediation hypotheses:
Hypothesis 4: The negative relationships between illegitimate tasks and a) in-role
performance and b) OCBs will be mediated by state self-esteem.
Illegitimate Tasks, Negative Affect, and Performance
Negative affect is a second mediator that is proposed to explain the relationship between
illegitimate tasks and performance in the current study. Watson and colleagues (1988) defined
negative affect as “a general dimension of subjective distress and unpleasurable engagement that
subsumes a variety of aversive mood states, including anger, contempt, disgust, guilt, fear and
nervousness” (p. 1063). In the current research, the same general definition will be utilized with
notable changes to emphasize a focus on state affect rather than trait affect and on a set of
emotions that more closely correspond to the ones used in the negative affect portion of the
PANAS (Watson et al., 1988). More specifically, state negative affect will be adapted from
Watson’s (1988) and Watson et al.’s (1988) discussion of trait and state affectivity, and will be
defined as a temporary or fluctuating dimension of subjective distress and unpleasurable
engagement that subsumes a variety of aversive mood states, including being upset, distress,
nervousness, irritability, and jitteriness.
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One reason for studying negative affect is that the experience of a range of negative
affective states is a typical reaction to unfairness and disrespect. Negative affect has been
traditionally studied as a mediator between stressors and behavioral outcomes (job demands and
CWBs, Balducci, Schaufeli, & Fraccaroli, 2011; job stressors and OCBs/CWBs, Greenidge &
Coyne, 2014; role stressors and CWBs, Zhang, Crant, & Weng, 2019). Additionally, negative
affect would also be more suitable to explain the reduction in positive behaviors than positive
affect because the current study focuses on the unfairness-based reactions to illegitimate tasks and
the violations of the sense of self are negative, self-focused processes. Thus, exploring the
relationship between state negative affect and OCBs is more appropriate in this study than the
relationship between positive affect and OCBs.
The SOS model argues that illegitimate tasks can be a clear example of both a stressor and
an unpleasant event (Semmer et al., 2005, 2007). Because negative affect is related to selfreported stress (Clark & Watson, 1986) and the frequency of unpleasant events (Stone, 1981), it
seems a natural outcome of experiencing illegitimate tasks. Moreover, studying negative affect
would expand on the types of emotional strain outcomes considered in previous research. To
date, illegitimate tasks have been mostly associated with a number of discrete emotions, such as
anger and resentment, many of which comprise the high arousal components of negative affect
(Eatough et al., 2016; Semmer et al., 2015; Zhou et al., 2018). The general findings on the
relationship between illegitimate tasks and discrete emotions serve as supporting evidence for the
relevance of studying negative affect. Thus, by looking at negative affect, the current study seeks
to replicate and expand on some of the initial findings on negative affective reactions (e.g., anger
and resentment) to illegitimate tasks.
Illegitimate tasks and negative affect. The support for the relationship between
illegitimate tasks and negative affect can be drawn from the SOS model (Semmer et al., 2007)
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The SOS model (Semmer et al., 2007) suggests that emotional reactions, such as anger and
resentment, are representative of strains associated with unfairness. This is because receiving an
illegitimate task threatens the basic human goal of maintaining a positive self-image by requiring
individuals to do something they feel like they should not have to do. This threat to a positive
self-image is derived from a perceived violation of one’s professional identity, eliciting
unpleasant, unfairness based affective states.. Thus, individuals experiencing a greater number of
illegitimate tasks should consequently report higher levels of negative affect.
Sonnentag and Lischetzke (2018) directly investigated the relationship between
illegitimate tasks experienced during the day and the subsequent effect on end-of-day negative
affect. The authors found evidence, at both the day- and the person- levels, for unreasonable and
unnecessary tasks being associated with a higher level of negative affect. Indirectly, prior
research also established that illegitimate tasks are related to a variety of negative affective states,
including higher reported levels of anger (Eatough et al., 2016; Zhou et al., 2018), resentment
(Semmer et al., 2015), irritability (Semmer et al., 2015), depressed mood (Eatough et al., 2016),
and anxiety (Fila & Eatough, 2018). As a result, I propose the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 5: Illegitimate tasks will be positively related to state negative affect.
Negative affect and in-role performance/OCBs. Theoretically, the argument for the
relationship between negative affect and in-role performance/OCBs is similar to that of
demonstrating the link between self-esteem and performance outcomes (Aspinwall & Taylor,
1993). As mentioned before, both the SOS model (Semmer et al., 2007) and Social Identity
Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 2010) are built on the foundation that belonging is an inherent human
need and that the quality of social interactions are important for maintaining a positive selfimage.
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More specifically, the SOS model (Semmer et al., 2007) proposes psychological strains
from the identity violation may interfere with concentration and effort toward legitimate tasks and
extra-role tasks, resulting in decreased in-role performance and OCBs. Social Identity Theory
(Tajfel & Turner, 2010) provides a corresponding argument, arguing that as human beings strive
to maintain positive self-evaluations, upward in-group comparisons may trigger negative affect,
which may limit performance on the current task and OCBs. Thus, affective states may
negatively impact performance outcomes because the high arousal of the self-relevant threat
reduces attention, processing, and motivation toward a task.
Prior research supports this reasoning for both in-role performance and OCBs. Increased
negative affect may be detrimental to in-role performance because of its interference with
complex thought processes (Ellis, Thomas, & Rodriguez, 1984; Porath & Erez, 2009) and to
OCBs because of its association with reduced motivation (Organ & Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff et al.,
2009). For example, state negative affect has been associated with decreased performance
(Wright, Cropanzano, & Meyer, 2004). A meta-analysis by Kaplan et al. (2009) also provides
evidence of the relationship of negative affect with various performance outcomes. Relevant to
the current study, Kaplan and colleagues (2009) investigated the magnitude of the relationship
between negative affect with in-role performance and OCBs. The authors concluded that negative
affect was negatively correlated with both in-role performance and OCBs, with the strongest
relationships for subjective measurements of performance.
Shockley et al. (2012) conducted a meta-analysis on the relationship of different types of
affect with in-role performance, OCBs, and CWBs. Related to the present research, Shockley and
colleagues (2012) demonstrated that state negative affect had a negative relationship with in-role
performance and no relationship with OCBs, though the credibility interval of the latter was
indicative of moderators. As previously argued, based on evidence from research in social

ILLEGITIMATE TASKS AND PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES
24

psychology, that the link between state negative affect and OCBs may be impacted by where the
individual’s attention is directed (Thompson et al., 1980). More specifically, because individuals
who were experiencing state negative affect tended to be more typically focused on their own
affective state, they subsequently performed fewer OCBs than individuals who were otheroriented when experiencing negative affect. Overall, given the ample evidence, I would expect to
find similar relationships between negative affect and in-role performance and between negative
affect and OCBs.
Hypothesis 6: State negative affect will be negatively related to a) in-role performance
and b) OCBs.
Summary of the mediation process. Both the SOS (Semmer et al., 2007) model and
Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 2010) support the presence of unpleasant affective
reactions as a result of a negative social event. More specifically, the SOS model (Semmer et al.,
2007) suggests that illegitimate tasks are a special case of task-based injustice, and unpleasant,
high arousal emotions are typical affective reactions to injustice (Cohen-Charash & Spector,
2001; Semmer et al., 2007, 2015). Correspondingly, according to Social Identity Theory (Tajfel
& Turner, 2010), illegitimate tasks, as an interpersonal event conveying disrespect, may signal
relative deprivation to the task recipient. This can be associated with the individual feeling a
decreased sense of identification with the group because they perceive themselves as less similar
to other in-group members. This increased dissimilarity negatively affects one’s need for
belonging, which is associated with the focal individual experiencing increased negative affect.
Subsequently, the negative affect experienced may be detrimental to subsequent behaviors,
including decreasing in-role performance and OCBs, as the person’s attentional focus and
motivation have been reduced. Thus, combining the previously outlined hypothesis, I will
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propose a mediational relationship between illegitimate tasks, negative affect, and performance
outcomes as follows:
Hypothesis 7: The negative relationships between illegitimate tasks and a) in-role
performance and b) OCBs will be mediated by state negative affect.
The Moderating Role of Perception of Coworker Sharing Illegitimate Tasks Experiences
Prior research has shown that illegitimate tasks are associated with a number of
emotional, cognitive, and behavioral strain outcomes. However, the strength of these
relationships may depend on the extent to which people perceive others sharing the same
illegitimate tasks experiences. The current research aims to extend the literature by considering
the effects of perception of coworker sharing illegitimate tasks experiences, that is believing that
others in the same group are (not) experiencing a similar social event, as a moderating factor of
the relationship between illegitimate tasks and related outcomes. In the current study, perception
of coworker sharing illegitimate tasks experiences is expected to moderate the relationships
between illegitimate tasks and state self-esteem, and between illegitimate tasks and state negative
affect. Sociometer Theory (Leary, 2005) will be used as the theoretical framework for those
relationships as it highlights the key role of other people in a social context affecting one’s
perceived relational value.
According to Sociometer Theory (Leary, 2005), individuals are motivated to monitor their
social environment for cues of inclusion or exclusion. Experiencing an undesirable social event in
a group context while perceiving that other members of your group are not experiencing or
experiencing less of, the same event would likely signal cues of social devaluation and potential
exclusion. These social cues related to exclusion may negatively affect the emotional strains and
behavioral outcomes because they threaten group membership, an integral part of humans’
inherent need to belong (Gagne & Deci, 2005). On the other hand, if the recipient of an
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undesirable social event perceives that other members of the group are also experiencing the
same negative event, then the negative effects of this experience might be less prominent because
there would be no disparity in relational value among the group members. Despite the event
remaining unpleasant, it is unlikely that attribution of competence or incompetence may be made
toward any individual as the situational cue is the same in informing the relational value of each
group member.
As human beings have an inherent need for belonging and social acceptance (Deci &
Ryan, 2000; Gagne & Deci, 2005; Leary, 2005), interpersonal events that convey lower social
esteem, such as receiving an illegitimate task, can be damaging to one’s perceived relational
value. The perception of other people not experiencing, or experiencing less of, the same
illegitimate tasks as the focal person would be even more damaging to the focal person’s selfesteem and negative affect than if the entire group was assigned the task. This is because the task
recipient feels singled out and experiences social devaluation, which is subsequently reducing his
perceived relational value in the group. The reduction of relational value compared to other group
members signals to the individual that there is a greater threat of rejection or exclusion because
the focal individual may not perceive himself as offering enough social value to feel securely
included in the group. This increased potential for rejection by the group should lead to higher
negative affect and lower self-esteem than when there is a perception that all members of the
group are experiencing the same illegitimate task.
A prior study, in the related area of workplace incivility, has examined the moderating
effects of witnessing an unpleasant social experience on a variety of emotional and behavioral
outcomes. Schilpzand, Leavitt, and Lim (2016) explored the effects of witnessing, experiencing
and sharing workplace incivility on rumination, withdrawal, and stress through self-blame. They
found that when sharing incivility, i.e., all members of the group knew they were enduring the
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same experience, the negative effects of experienced incivility on the outcome variables were
mitigated. Thus, having the presence of others but only one person experiences workplace
incivility produces stronger negative effects on well-being and behavioral outcomes than having a
shared experience.
In the current study, I propose that those who experience illegitimate tasks while
perceiving that their coworkers are experiencing less of such tasks will be associated with
reported lower levels of self-esteem and higher levels of negative affect compared to those who
experience illegitimate tasks while perceiving that their coworkers are also experiencing such
tasks. In summary, perception of coworker sharing illegitimate tasks experiences will mitigate the
relationship between illegitimate tasks with state self-esteem and state negative affect:
Hypothesis 8a: Perception of coworker sharing illegitimate tasks experiences will
moderate the negative relationship between illegitimate tasks and self-esteem, such that the
negative relationship will be weaker for those with a higher level of perception of coworker
sharing illegitimate tasks experiences.
Hypothesis 8b: Perception of coworker sharing illegitimate task experiences will
moderate the positive relationship between illegitimate tasks and negative affect, such that the
positive relationship will be weaker for those with a higher level of perception of coworker
sharing illegitimate task experiences.
Overall, the theoretical framework and empirical evidence reviewed so far has laid the
foundation for a moderated mediated relationship. Based on the Sociometer Theory (Leary,
2005), I am proposing that the identity violation and social disrespect experienced by the
recipient of an illegitimate task will have a negative effect on in-role performance/OCBs.
Furthermore, I also propose that state self-esteem and state negative affect will mediate the
relationship between illegitimate tasks and performance outcomes. Lastly, Sociometer Theory
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(Leary, 2005) suggests that the perception that illegitimate tasks are shared by coworkers may
moderate the effects of illegitimate tasks on state self-esteem and state negative affect. Thus,
combining the previous two sets of mediation and moderation hypotheses, I will also propose the
following moderated mediation hypotheses:
Hypothesis 9a: Perception of coworker sharing illegitimate tasks experiences will
moderate the indirect relationship between illegitimate tasks and in-role performance through
self-esteem, with the indirect effect being weaker for those with a higher level of perception of
coworker sharing illegitimate tasks experiences.
Hypothesis 9b: Perception of coworker sharing illegitimate tasks experiences will
moderate the indirect relationship between illegitimate tasks and in-role performance through
negative affect, with the indirect effect being weaker for those with a higher level of perception of
coworker sharing illegitimate tasks experiences.
Hypothesis 9c: Perception of coworker sharing illegitimate tasks experiences will
moderate the indirect relationship between illegitimate tasks and OCBs through self-esteem, with
the indirect effect being weaker for those with a higher level of perception of coworker sharing
illegitimate tasks experiences.
Hypothesis 9d: Perception of coworker sharing illegitimate tasks experiences will
moderate the indirect relationship between illegitimate tasks and OCBs through negative affect,
with the indirect effect being weaker for those with a higher level of perception of coworker
sharing illegitimate tasks experiences.
Method
This study employed a cross-sectional, multi-source design and utilized P2Sample’s (part
of the Cint group) proprietary research panel database to recruit participant-coworker pairs who
are working full-time in the United States. An online panel is a form of access panel that provides
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a sample database of potential respondents who declare that they will cooperate for future data
collection if selected (Callegaro et al., 2014). A specialty panel is a curated panel that targets a
specific sample based on inclusion criteria (Callegaro et al., 2014). A proprietary panel is an
exclusive subclass of specialty panels where respondents work exclusively with one panel
provider and develop robust long-term relationships, which tends to increase data quality
(Callegaro et al., 2014). A B2B panel is a group of respondents who specialize in responding to
any business-related survey. The choice to recruit coworker pairs from an online research panel
stems from a variety of empirically supported reasons that would increase the chances of
collecting higher quality data compared to traditional recruitment methods, such as snowball
sampling, and the use of online crowdsourcing sites, such as Amazon’s Mechanical Turk
(MTurk) or TurkPrime (Brandon, Long, Loraas, Mueller-Phillips, & Vansant, 2014; Callegaro,
Baker, Bethlehem, Goritz, Krosnik, & Lavrakas, 2014; Landers & Behrend, 2015; Leiner, 2014;
Roulin, 2015).
First, the psychometric properties of scores on measures from online research panels have
been found to be similar to, and at times yielded higher data quality than, that of conventionally
sourced data (Callegaro et al., 2014; Chen, Smith, Kirkman, Zhang, Lemoine, & Farh, 2019;
Leiner, 2014; Walter, Seibert, Goering, & O’Boyle Jr., 2018). Second, panels can be curated to
provide more representative samples of a particular population, with a number of eminent panel
companies offering extensive participant screening and response vetting to ensure higher quality
data (Callegaro et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2010). Lastly, panels use several strategies to improve
participant engagement, increase detection odds to flag respondents who may be answering
multiple surveys, and reduce attrition rate; these are key components of data quality when
conducting multi-source research. Some of the strategies include setting high thresholds for
minimum approval rate to participate in the panel, response speed monitoring, attention checks,
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email-address and IP address deduping, compensation contingent on verified data quality, identity
verification, and numerous artificial intelligence algorithms to supplement any researcher-led
strategies built-in to the survey (Brandon et al. 2014; Callegaro et al. 2014; Hays, Liu, &
Kapteyn, 2015; Liu et al., 2010). In summary, the use of a research panel is ideal for recruiting
the sampled need for the current study as it provides multiple strategies that help improve data
quality, compared to those available in snowball sampling and even online crowdsourcing.
In terms of study design, previous research has found that the deliberate recruitment of
additional observers, including coworkers, to provide evaluations for performance and OCBs
helps reduce self-serving biases that individual respondents may have about their own
performance (Heneman & Wexley, 1983; Murphy & Cleveland, 1991, 1995; Thorsteinson &
Balzer, 1999). Thus, the focal participants were asked to provided responses on all variables (i.e.,
illegitimate tasks, perception of coworker sharing illegitimate task experiences, state self-esteem,
and state negative affect) whereas the coworker was asked to rate the focal participant’s
performance and OCBs.

Participants
A power analysis was conducted in order to determine the necessary sample size to
achieve adequate power to detect the expected effects. The following parameters were used in G
Power (version 3.1): estimated effect size of .1, power set at .8, number of tested predictors at 5
and number of total predictors at 5. Based on those numbers, to ensure adequate power to detect
the interactive effects in multiple regression, at least 134 pairs were needed.
Two-hundred and twenty-six participants were recruited through P2Sample’s proprietary
specialty B2B panel in order to ensure that all survey respondents pass through the exclusion
criteria and meet the inclusion criteria. Three participants were removed due to missing data,

ILLEGITIMATE TASKS AND PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES
31

reducing the sample to 223 pairs. A further 35 pairs were removed due to missing one or more of
the attention checks, leaving the final sample at 188 pairs. The final sample consisted of full-time
participant-coworker pairs recruited from P2Sample’s panel. Focal participants were mostly
female (65.4%) and Caucasian (70.7%), with the average age of 37.1 years (SD=8.32). The
average tenure in the current organization was 7.62 years (SD=5.76). Coworkers were mostly
female (52.1%) and Caucasian (67.0%), with average age of 37.0 years (SD= 8.35). The average
tenure was 5.87 years (SD=4.21). The average tenure between coworker pairs was 4.39 years
(SD=3.27) and most of the participants worked in the Health Care and Social Assistance (20.2%),
Finance and Insurance (11.7%), or the Manufacturing industry (11.7%).
Inclusion criteria. In order to participate in the study, participants needed to be (a) 18
years or older, (b) fluent/literate in English, c) residing in the U.S, d) at the same company with at
least 2 coworkers for at least 6 months, e) full-time (35+ hours a week) workers, f) often (i.e., at
least three days a week) working interdependently with others in a team (i.e., team, group or unit
tasks), g) often working with the same 2 or more coworkers in the same geographical location, h)
having a coworker that is in a similar level and position type as the focal participant (e.g., two
administrative assistants but not an office manager and an administrative assistant) and i) working
for a company that has 51 or more employees.
Exclusion criteria. Participants were excluded if a) they were self-employed, b) if they
worked remotely more than one day a week, c) their coworker was not located in the same
physical office, d) if their team was geographically dispersed, e) if they often (i.e., at least three
days a week) worked independently from others in a team and f) if they did not have a coworker
that was available and willing to take the survey.
Procedure

ILLEGITIMATE TASKS AND PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES
32

Summary. Participants responded to a paired survey administered through the Qualtrics
platform. A paired survey is an approach frequently used in cross-sectional or longitudinal dyadic
market research where both participants are present at the same time and complete the respective
surveys, using a handoff method, during the same sitting. This paired survey approach has been
used for online dyadic panel research in various fields, including medicine (Oh et al., 2017),
political science (Thorson, Xu & Edgerly, 2018), public health (Pettigrew et al., 2012), and
psychology (Schimmack & Lucas, 2010), so similar success can be expected in its application to
the workplace context.
First, P2Sample recruited the focal participants from their proprietary specialty panel
based on the inclusion and exclusion criteria provided by the researcher during traditional work
hours. The recruitment was particularly focused on during lunch hours and coffee break time to
ensure maximum participation without violating workplace policy. The study was made available
online from 12pm EST to 5pm EST to ensure that the survey was able to be completed during
traditional work hours (i.e., 9am-5pm) across the three different time zones present in mainland
United States. Once the initial sample of focal participants was recruited, they received the survey
hosted through the Qualtrics platform. Upon opening the survey, participants saw a welcome
screen, briefly describing the goal of the study, and then another set of screening questions. More
specifically, at this point, participants were screened again with the inclusion criteria followed by
a number of non-leading questions. The non-leading questions, presented in a subsequent screen,
aimed to ensure that: a) upon indicating that they are a full-time employee and work with
coworkers who are physically present in similar functions and levels (e.g., administrative
assistants), they were asked to indicate whether they are currently at work with other colleagues
on the team or in a similar role among other disqualifying options, and b) then, they were alerted
that there is a second part to the survey that requires their colleague, who has a similar role on the
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team, to participate; the focal participant was also asked to indicate whether any of their
colleagues were willing and available to participate as soon as they finish their part.
If the focal participants qualified based on the answers to the previous questions, they
were presented with an internet-based consent form, which highlighted three additional important
considerations as follows: a) two people must complete the respective parts of the survey, b) the
coworker would be asked to complete the survey on the same device immediately after the focal
participant’s part, and c) responses would be vetted and compensation/quality score rating,
determined internally by P2Sample, is contingent on the researcher accepting the data as
belonging to a coworker-dyad.
Following the consent form, focal participants were asked two red-herring questions. This
was to ensure that the coworker response part of the survey is indeed a human coworker referral
from the focal participant and not just the focal participant responding to both parts. According to
recent legislation passed affecting online panel research, no personally identifiable information
(PII) can be shared by the respondent with researchers outside of the panel company. The redherring questions, however, can ask the focal participant for the personal information of the
coworker without necessarily asking for identifiable information. For example, the two questions
used were the number of employees in the company they work for and the state of birth of the
coworkers. If participants provide similar responses as their coworkers to most of these questions,
then it may be the case that two separate people are responding to both surveys and the response
will be accepted (Brierley et al., 2012; Grezki, Meyer, & Schoen, 2014; Johnson, 2016; Jones,
House, & Gao, 2015). Based on the responses provided to these widely distributed personal
questions, another layer of increased security was in place to deter, or at least decrease,
participant cheating.
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After the red-herring questions, participants were presented with a warning message. The
message told them that the survey would take between 7-10 minutes and that the coworker must
be available to respond to the coworker section of the survey immediately after the focal
participant’s part has been completed. Participants were reminded not to engage in fraudulent
responding, and that compensation and quality scores are contingent on the completion of the
focal participant survey by themselves and of the coworker survey by the coworker. If
participants indicated that a coworker was available and willing to take the coworker part of the
survey in 10 minutes, then they were taken to the section containing the measures of interest.
Participants were presented, as separate blocks, with the measures focusing on their
experience of: 1) illegitimate tasks in the workplace, 2) whether they perceive a shared nature of
any received illegitimate task experiences with coworkers, 3) state negative affect, 4) state selfesteem, 5) demographics and 6) the three most common illegitimate tasks they have experienced
at work. The presentation of the illegitimate tasks items and the mediators were counterbalanced
to avoid order effects. Focal participants were then thanked for their responses and a transition
screen appeared where they were asked to hand over their device to the coworker. To increase
confidentiality, the focal participants were encouraged to step away from the coworker and not
interact with them while the coworker completed the second part of the survey.
After the transition screen, the coworker was shown the welcome screen and,
subsequently, asked to respond to an extensive screening process including 1) the screening
questions from the inclusion criteria, 2) the non-leading questions but with a focus on whether the
focal participant followed the instructions in his/her part (e.g., did a coworker in the same
function or team give you the survey to complete as soon as he/she finished?), 3) the internetbased consent form, highlighting the three additional important considerations in this research
that: a) two people must complete the respective parts of the survey, b) the coworker should be
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completing the survey on the same device immediately after the focal participant’s part, and c)
responses would be vetted and the focal participant’s compensation/quality score rating is
contingent on the researcher accepting the data as belonging to a coworker-dyad and 4) the redherring questions which should generally yield similar responses to the focal participant’s section.
If the coworker answered one red herring question dissimilarly to the focal participant, the
Qualtrics survey was programmed to give a warning and a second chance to correct the response.
If the coworker failed once again, then the survey was terminated and the data not considered.
Following the screening measures, coworkers were presented with the following question blocks
on 1) rating the illegitimacy of each of the three tasks listed by the focal participants, 2) how
frequently they experience each of the three tasks listed by the focal participants, 3) the extent to
which they believe others in the workplace are also experiencing the aforementioned tasks, 4)
rating their own experience of illegitimate tasks at work, 5) focal participant’s in-role
performance, 6) focal participant’s organizational citizenship behaviors, 7) demographics and 8) a
quality/attention check question. To preserve confidentiality in the responses of the focal
participant, the language used to present the illegitimate tasks piped from the focal participant’s
answers was neutral to the source and simply listed the tasks without providing any specific
context beyond the work environment.The coworker questionnaire was shorter to increase the
likelihood of responses and also because the focus is on the different conceptualizations of the
moderator and ratings of the focal participant’s in-role performance and OCBs. To further ensure
confidentiality and that the coworker was able to respond to the surve without pressure from the
focal participant, the final quality/attention check question asked whether the coworker’s
responses to the previous questions were based on discussions with the focal participant. Dyads
were excluded if they answered affirmatively to that question as a breach of confidentiality in the
coworkers’ response was assumed.
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At the conclusion of the study, participants were debriefed with a written explanation,
where they were told about what the research team is hoping to find related to the detrimental
effects of illegitimate tasks which can be exacerbated by having an unshared illegitimate task
experience. Participants were told that the insight garnered from this research aimed at expanding
the knowledge on how illegitimate tasks may affect people in the workplace. Moreover, the
results of the study are intended to hopefully improve the understanding of how illegitimate tasks
may be mitigated or even avoided, in the workplace. Following the debriefing, participants were
reminded that compensation, in the preferred format as designated by the participant, will be
distributed by P2Sample to the focal participant contingent upon acceptance of the paired
responses by the researcher. The researcher paid P2Sample seven ($7) dollars per accepted paired
survey responses. Before sending the data to the researcher, P2Sample further checked all of their
A.I. algorithms to assess data quality, including proxy checks, country checks, browser, language,
and timezone checks, distance checks, machine fingerprinting, liaising with recruitment sources,
reviewing usability recordings, IP deduping, address deduping, reCaptcha, email validation,
address verification, survey monitoring and identity verification. These algorithms are to ensure
the best possible data quality by checking that bots, and other ways of cheating the system, are
not being used. After the researcher received the data from P2Sample each day that that survey
was fielded, a list of dyads (identified by the P2Sample participant ID) was sent back to the
company with accepted and rejected pairs so that the accepted dyads could be compensated and
the rejected pairs could be replaced with new dyads that were subject to the same procedure
previously outlined. Partially completed and rejected responses were still compensated according
to P2Sample’s compensation policy to maintain the satisfaction and retain the participation of the
members. The compensation policy for completed, partial or invalid responses is highly variable
to ensure participants are satisfied but details were not disclosed to the researcher.
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Materials and Measures
Appendix A provides a full list of original items, adapted items, and stems. A two-month
timeframe was applied to the stem of every measure listed below. This timeframe was chosen for
two reasons. First, it was to ensure that there was sufficient reporting of illegitimate tasks since
there is a typically low base rate. Second, with this timeframe performance and OCB measures
were more reflective of typical standards. Consequently, all other measures were also calibrated
for the same time interval to maintain the consistency of predictor-outcome specificity. This twomonth timeframe essentially changes the nature of the state measures of self-esteem and negative
affect to more of an attitude than a pure momentary fluctuation. While this may be less than
desirable, this operationalization still preserves the larger goal of being able to capture relatively
short-term changes to self-esteem and negative affect rather than assessing the impact of the
individual’s general trait level. Participants were led to believe that they were taking a survey
about their workplace experiences.
Illegitimate tasks. The focal participant’s illegitimate tasks were measured using the
Bern Illegitimate Task Scale, comprised of four items on unreasonable tasks and four items on
unnecessary tasks (Semmer et al., 2010). A sample item from the unnecessary tasks section of the
BITS scale was “Do you have work tasks to take care of which keep you wondering if they have
to be done at all?”. A sample item from the unreasonable tasks portion of the BITS scale was “Do
you have work tasks to take care of that you believe should be done by someone else?” (Five
response options from 1=never to 5=frequently). The Cronbach’s alpha of the overall scale was
.81.
Shared illegitimate task experience. This construct was measured with four different
operalizations. Focal participants were asked to report on their perceptions of coworkers sharing
illegitimate tasks experiences. The same questions and rating scale from the full BITS scale were
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used but they were adapted to capture the focal participant’s perception of coworkers sharing
illegitimate tasks experiences. A sample item from the adapted unnecessary tasks section of the
BITS scale was “Do you perceive that your coworkers have work tasks to take care of which keep
them wondering if the tasks have to be done at all?” A sample item from the adapted
unreasonable tasks section of the BITS scale was “Do you perceive your coworkers have work
tasks to take care of that they believe should be done by someone else?”. The response format
was on a five-point Likert scale (1= never, 5= frequently). The Cronbacha’s alpha of the scale
was .86.
The first variation for the coworker was, “Please rate the extent to which you believe the
following task [piped text from focal participant’s response] cannot be appropriately expected of
you because it is outside of what you believe you have to do at work.” The coworker responded
to three items, corresponding to each of the illegitimate tasks listed by the focal participant, on a
five-point Likert scale (1=very low, 5=very high). The Cronbacha’s alpha of the scale was .82.
The second variation of the scale for the coworker asked them to rate the frequency with which
they experience each of the three tasks listed by the focal participant as such, “Please rate the
frequency with which you also experience [piped text from focal participant’s response] at work.”
Coworkers were not made aware that these tasks were listed by focal participants in order to
maintain confidentiality. The response format was a five-point Likert scale (1=never, 5=
frequently). The Cronbacha’s alpha of the scale was .77. Lastly, the coworkers were asked to,
“Please rate the extent to which you believe your other coworkers are also experiencing each of
the listed tasks.” A five-point Likert scale gauging frequency was used (1=never, 5= frequently).
The Cronbacha’s alpha of the scale was .72.
State self-esteem. State self-esteem was assessed with six modified items from the social
factor of the Heatherton and Polivy self-esteem scale (Heatherton & Polivy, 1991). An item
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example was “I feel inferior to others.” The response format was a five-point Likert scale (1 = not
at all, 5=extremely). The Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .88.
State negative affect. State negative affect was assessed with the five negative affect
items from the PANAS (Watson et al., 1988) as most recently done by Sonnentag and
Lischetszke (2018). A sample item was “[Over the last two months, I have felt]: Upset.” A fivepoint Likert scale (1= not at all, 5= very much) was used as the rating format. The Cronbach’s
alpha of the scale was .84.
In-role performance. In-role performance was rated by the focal participant’s coworker
by adapting the nine items from Miller and Cardy’s (2000) scale. A sample item from the adapted
scale was “This coworker completes work in a timely manner”. A five-point Likert scale was
used (1=strongly disagree, 5= strongly agree). The Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .67.
OCBs. OCBs were measured utilizing the ten items from Spector, Bauer, and Fox’s
(2010) scale and adapted for coworkers to rate the focal participant’s behavior. A sample item
was “Helped co-worker learn new skills or shared job knowledge”. Response options were on a
five-point Likert scale (1= never to 5= every day). The Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .89.
Demographics. Participants and their coworkers were asked for information regarding
their age, gender, ethnicity, job title, industry, organizational tenure and tenure with a coworker.
Attention check items. Both the focal participants and the coworkers received the
following attention check item halfway through the survey: “Please select Strongly Agree”
(response options 1=strongly disagree, 5= strongly agree). Only the coworkers will receive the
following attention/quality check item at the end of their survey: “I answered all the previous
questions based on a discussion with the coworker who handed me the survey.” Response options
(1=Yes, 2= No).
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Results
Analyzing attention check items. Two-hundred and twenty-six coworker pairs were
recruited through P2Sample. Of those 226 pairs, a total of 35 pairs failed at least one of the
attention check items. Sixteen focal participants failed the first attention check. The second
attention check, presented to coworkers, was failed by seven individuals. The third attention
check, given exclusively to the coworkers, was failed by 22 coworkers. If either the focal
participant or coworker missed an attention check, then the paired response was excluded.
Overall, 191 pairs passed the attention check items, though three others had to be excluded due to
missing data. The final sample count was 188 pairs.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
The R package lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) was used to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA). A CFA is useful for testing the factor structure of the hypothesized model and ensuring
that the measured variables are accurate representations of the constructs. The six-factor model
included the composite illegitimate tasks scale, the main scale for perception of coworker sharing
of illegitimate tasks, state self-esteem, state negative affect, in-role performance, and the
composite OCBs scale. Illegitimate tasks and OCBs were not broken down into the subscales
scales because there was no theoretical justification made in this study for hypothesizing
differential prediction among them.
Model fit was assessed by absolute fit indices, or fit statistics, including normed chisquare, comparative fit index (CFI), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). The normed chi-square is a recommendation by
Wheaton, Muthen, Alwin, and Summers (1977) in order take sample size into account and is
calculated by the chi-square statistic divided by degrees of freedom (Hooper, Coughlan, &
Mullen, 2008). The traditional cut-off scores suggesting good model fit are ≤ 2.0 for normed chi-
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square (Tabachnick, Fidell, & Ulman, 2007), CFI ≥ 0.95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), RMSEA ≤ .07
(Steiger, 2007) and SRMR ≤ .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The theorized model demonstrated an
acceptable fit with the data in relation to the null model (χ2 (1019)= 1.88, p <.001; RMSEA=
.068; SRMR= .076) but did not fit as well in relation to the baseline model (CFI= .79).
Four alternative models were tested to see whether the hypothesized relationships between
the observed variables and the latent constructs warranted a different conceptualization of the
theoretical model. Overall, each alternative model showed worse fit than the theorized model.
The five-factor model included the same variables from the theorized model but in-role
performance and OCB were combined into an overall performance variable.The four-factor
further combined illegitimate tasks and shared coworker perception of illegitimate tasks. The
three-factor model further reduced the number of factors by combining state self-esteem and state
negative affect. The chi-square difference test provided further evidence that the theorized sixfactor model had better fit than each of the four alternative models when compared to five-factor
model, Δ χ2( 5)= 167.26, p <.001, four-factor model, Δ χ2 (9)= 331.30, p <.001, the three-factor
model, Δ χ2(12) = 392.65, p <.001, and the one-factor model, Δ χ2 (15), = 1713.09, p <.001. Thus,
the CFA procedures supported the decision to maintain six separate factors in the following
analyses and, along with the use of multisource data, further minimized concern for common
method variance.
Hypotheses Testing
For descriptive statistics and correlations, see Table 1.
Main effects. There was no support for Hypothesis 1a on the relationship between
illegitimate tasks and in-role performance (β= -.101, t(186) = -1.387, p = .167) or Hypothesis 1b
on the relationship between illegitimate tasks and OCBs (β= .054, t(186) = .740, p = .460) (see
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Table 2). Hypothesis 2 on the relationship between illegitimate tasks and state self-esteem, was
supported (β= -.510, t(186) = -8.081, p < .001), with the the model explaining 26% of the
variance in reported state self-esteem, R2 = .260, F(1,186) = 40.238, p < .001 (see Table 3). This
suggests that the higher the reported level of illegitimate tasks, the lower the reported state selfesteem by participants.
Hypotheses 3a and 3b (see Table 4) proposed a relationship between state self-esteem and
in-role performance and state self-esteem and OCBs, respectively. Using linear regression,
Hypothesis 3a was supported such that state self-esteem positively predicted in-role performance
(β= .172, t(186) = 2.383, p < .05). The model explained 3% of the variance in in-role
performance, R2 = .030, F(1,186) = 5.677, p < .05). In other words, the higher an individual’s
reported state self-esteem, the higher the in-role performance. Hypothesis 3b was not supported
(β= .075, t(186) = 1.028, p = .306).
Hypothesis 5 (see Table 3) was supported because the relationship between illegitimate
tasks and state negative affect was significant (β= .594, t(186) = 10.068, p < .001). The model
explained 35% of the variance in state negative affect, R2 = .353, F(1,186) = 101.361, p < .001.
Put simply, the higher the reported level of illegitimate tasks, the greater the negative affect
experienced by the individual.
Hypothesis 6a proposed a relationship between state negative affect and in-role
performance. A linear regression analysis revealed no significant main effects (β= -.120, t(186) =
-1.648, p = .101). Hypothesis 6b suggested that state negative affect and OCBs should be related
but the linear regression did not support it (β= -.022, t(186) = -.303, p = .762) (see Table 4).
In summary, for the main effects of illegitimate tasks (Hypotheses 1a, 1b, 2, 5), there were
three statistically significant main effects; the relationship between illegitimate tasks and state
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self-esteem, state self-esteem and in-role performance, and illegitimate tasks and state negative
affect.
Mediation. The mediation effects proposed in Hypotheses 4a, 4b, 7a, and 7b were tested
using Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS model 4. Overall, none of the mediation hypotheses were
supported. Hypothesis 4a, suggesting a relationship between illegitimate tasks and in-role
performance mediated by state self-esteem, was not supported, indirect effect= -.055, 95% CI
[-.119, .003]. Since there were no other relationships that were statistically significant to justify
probing for mediation, no further mediation tests were conducted.
Moderation. Overall, there were no statistically significant moderation effects.
Hypotheses 8a and 8b were tested using Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS model 1 (see Table 7).
Hypothesis 8a proposed that perception of coworker sharing of illegitimate tasks as the moderator
of illegitimate tasks and state self-esteem. This hypothesis was not supported, b= .004, t(184)=
0.454, p= .964. Hypothesis 8b proposed that the relationship between illegitimate tasks and state
negative affect would be moderated by the perception of coworker sharing of illegitimate tasks,
and it was also not supported, b= .120, t(184)= 1.660, p= .099.
Supplementary moderation analyses. Supplementary analyses were run on a number of
exploratory questions. Overall, there was only one statistically significant moderation
relationship, between illegitimate tasks and state self-esteem, moderated by coworker ratings of
illegitimate tasks listed by the focal participants. Analogous to Hypotheses 8a and 8b, moderation
analyses using Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS Model 1 were run to explore the effects of three
alternative operationalizations of the moderator.
In the original operationalization of the moderator, focal participants were asked to report
on their perceptions of coworkers sharing illegitimate tasks experiences. The first variation of the
operationalization involved coworker ratings of illegitimacy of tasks listed by the focal
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participants. There was evidence of moderation for the relationship between illegitimate tasks and
state self-esteem, b= .170, t(184)= 2.264, p< .05. More specifically, at one standard deviation
below the mean for the moderator, illegitimate tasks had a stronger negative association with selfesteem, b= -.866, (p <.001, 95% CI [-1.11,-.63) and a weaker negative association with selfesteem at one standard deviation above the mean, b=-.515, (p<.001, 95% CI [-.71, -.32] (see
Table 9a and Figure 3a). No evidence of moderation was found for the relationship between
illegitimate tasks and state negative affect, b= -.071, t(184)= -1.065, p= .288. In other words,
illegitimate tasks were more damaging to an individual’s self-esteem when coworkers interpreted
the recipient to be singled out for the task.
The second operationalization was coworker ratings of the frequency of illegitimate task
assignments. There was no support for this variable moderating the relationship between
illegitimate tasks and state self-esteem, b= .013, t(184)= 0.156, p= .876, or the relationship
between illegitimate tasks and state negative affect, b= .039, t(184)= 0.534, p= .594 (see Table
9b).
The final operationalization was the perception by the coworkers of the extent to which
their peers had to do illegitimate tasks. Results of the analyses for this operationalization yielded
no support for moderation on the relationship between illegitimate tasks and state self-esteem,
b= .079, t(184)= 0.891, p= .374, or the relationship between illegitimate tasks and state negative
affect, b= .001, t(184)= 0.007, p= .995 (see Table 9c).
Supplementary moderated mediation analyses. Similarly, following the model of
Hypotheses 9a-9d, moderated mediation analyses, using Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS Model 7, were
run albeit with each of the three aforementioned operationalizations of the moderator. Overall,
none of the moderated mediation analyses reached statistical significance (see Tables 10a through
12b).
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Supplementary paired samples t-test. An additional analysis was run to investigate
whether there were any differences between the ratings of illegitimate tasks by the focal
participants and their perception of whether their coworkers received similar tasks. The paired
samples t-test did not reveal a statistically significant difference in the scores of focal participants
(M= 2.93, SD=.73) and perception of coworkers’ sharing illegitimate tasks (M=2.99, SD=.76);
t(187)= 1.579, p=.116, d= 0.08. In other words, there was no difference in the focal participants’
perception of their illegitimate tasks and what illegitimate tasks they perceived their coworkers to
share.
Discussion
The goal of the present study was to investigate three major questions. The first goal was
to investigate the effects of illegitimate tasks on in-role performance and OCBs to gain a more
holistic picture of performance-related implications of illeigimate tasks. The second goal was to
explore theoretically relevant mediators, such as state self-esteem and state negative affect, to
provide further evidence supporting the reactive processes outlined by the SOS model (Semmer
et al., 2007). The third goal was to explore the contextual moderator of perceived sharing of
illegitimate tasks experiences, in order to expand the understanding of what may affect the
recipient’s reactions to an illegitimate task. Overall, most hypotheses were not supported, with
only three main effects (the relationships between illegitimate tasks and state self-esteem,
between illegitimate tasks and state negative affect, and between state self-esteem and in-role
performance) reaching statistical significance, which supported some of the tenets of the SOS
model. However, none of the mediation, moderation, or moderated mediation analyses revealed
statistically significant results. Supplementary analyses were run to investigate some potential
reasons for the largely null findings. The results of the supplementary analyses provide some
insight and will be further discussed in the subsequent limitations and future research section.
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There was no statistically significant association between illegitimate tasks and in-role
performance or between illegitimate tasks and OCBs. This was unexpected because previous
research has found a negative association between illegitimate tasks and in-role performance,
suggesting that performance suffers with a greater level of illegitimate tasks being reported (Ma
& Peng, 2018). While both relationships were not statistically significant, the relationship
between illegitimate tasks and in-role performance was in the correct direction (i.e., a negative
relationship) whereas the association of illegitimate tasks and OCBs was, counterintuitively,
positive.
The lack of statistical significance for the the relationship between illegitimate tasks and
in-role performance may have been due to three possible reasons. First, it may be the case that the
scale used to capture in-role performance was not appropriate. Miller and Cardy’s (2000) scale,
used in this study, included additional criterion dimensions that are relevant to the overall
construct of performance but may not be as related to the task-based focus of illegitimate tasks.
Previous research, including that by Ma and Peng (2018), has used Williams and Anderson’s
(1991) in-role behaviors scale, which focuses more on task and responsibility-based
conceptualizations of in-role performance and it would follow that illegitimate tasks should be
more strongly associated with that conceptualization. The scale used in this study focuses less on
task-related items and more on ability and contribution to the workplace.
Second, the means for illegitimate tasks (M=2.93) and for in-role performance (M=4.14)
are quite high and the standard deviations (SD=.73 and .48, respectively) are relatively low
compared to previous research (Eatough et al., 2016; Ma & Peng, 2018; Semmer et al., 2015;
Sonnentag & Lischetzke, 2018). This may have been due to the industry diversity in the panel
sample and the high representation of industries where illegitimate tasks may be quite prevalent.
Over 42% of all respondents came from health care and social assistance, finance and insurance,
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or manufacturing, as studies of related workplace mistreatment constructs have suggested that
such mistreatment may be more prevalent in those industries (Harlos & Axelrod, 2008; Miller &
Koesten, 2008; Semmer et al., 2005; Sims & Sun, 2012; Tepper, 2000). This greater prevalence
of illegitimate tasks may have contributed to an expectation of receiving those tasks at work and,
consequently, have less direct impact on one’s in-role performance, which is a significant
implication.
Third, the use of coworker ratings may have been inadequate to appropriately capture inrole performance. Much research in the area of performance ratings in the workplace (Landy,
2010; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995; Oppler, Campell, Pulakos, & Borman, 1992) and in
educational settings (Dochy, Segers, & Slujismans, 1999; Topping, 1998) suggest that while
coworkers may have more opportunities to observe their peers and may have a more detailed
understanding of the role compared to supervisors, it is often the case that they are not as
competent in evaluating performance. More specifically, Landy (2010) argued that peers often
lack the formal training and the greater sense of role responsibility that comes with being a
supervisor, which may lower the quality and accuracy of peer performance ratings. Additionally,
Oppler et al. (1992) suggested that supervisory ratings are more relevant to performance
evaluations than peer ratings because there is greater inflation bias in peer ratings. It is possible
for peers to give comparable ratings to supervisors, yet they must receive adequate training,
feedback on their feedback-giving and must also be matched to a peer of equal ability (Topping,
1998). Theoretically, the implication lies in considering the use of peer evaluations as more
appropriate when sampling employees who have received the necessary training to make better
evaluations of performance. Consequently, it may often be the case that the employees that have
received such training are in supervisory roles themselves, which may reduce the available
sample size.
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While there was no prior research on the relationship between illegitimate tasks and
OCBs, the lack of supporting evidence in this study was still surprising. It is possible that the lack
of support stems from different perspectives: while focal participants perceive some tasks as
illeigimate but have to perform them, coworkers might observe the performance of these tasks by
the focal participants as OCBs. Thus, the expect negative relationship between illegimate tasks
and OCBs might attenuated by a positive link between illeigimate tasks rated by focal
participants and OCBs rated by coworkers.
Alternatively, it is also possible that certain illegitimate tasks may be associated with role
overload, thereby potentially explaining the statistically non-significant results. Many
respondents indicated that they routinely had to perform another person’s job, such as the
supervisor’s or a coworker’s, on top of all of their existing work role. Eatough, Chang,
Miloslavich, and Russell (2011) found that role overload is weakly and non-significantly
associated with OCBs. The authors suggested that individuals experiencing role overload may
interpret it as either a challenge or a hindrance (LePine et al. 2005), where they would increase or
decrease their performance of OCBs, respectively. To better understand what leads to a challenge
or hindrance interpretation, the potentially moderating effects of individual differene variables,
such as resilience or approach-avoidance motivation, should be investigated. Thus, it is possible
that the effects of the relationship between illegitimate tasks and OCBs were present but not
captured by the current theoretical model. Future investigation of individual difference variables
may be an important theoretical expansion based on this null finding.
The negative relationship between illegitimate tasks and state self-esteem was supported,
consistent with previous findings by Eatough et al. (2016). These findings support the tenets of
the SOS model and suggest that illegitimate tasks act as a form of social disrespect and may be
threatening to an individual’s self-concept, thereby explaining the detrimental change to state
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self-esteem. Additionally, state self-esteem was positively associated with in-role performance,
such that higher reported state self-esteem was related to higher in-role performance. Therefore,
these findings further support the SOS model, in that illegitimate tasks may impact an
individual’s self-concept in their association with decreased self-esteem. Moreover, potential
negative fluctuations in self-esteem may affect subsequent performance because the individual
may not be able to fully focus on the task.
There was also support for the relationship between illegitimate tasks and state negative
affect. The positive relationship suggests that higher levels of illegitimate tasks are associated
with higher levels of state negative affect. The SOS model (Semmer et al., 2005) proposes
illegitimate tasks provoke unfairness reactions, which comprise negative affect, and these results
add another layer of evidence for both the SOS model and Sonnentag and Lischetzke’s (2018)
findings.
However, the relationship between state negative affect and in-role performance did not
reach statistical significance. The mean for state negative affect in this study was relatively low
(M=2.17) and this may be indicative that the two-month time frame used to capture negative
affect was too broad. Once again, participants claimed to be experiencing a higher frequency of
illegitimate tasks, as indicated by the reported mean relative to previous studies, so it would not
be unreasonable to expect higher levels of state negative affect. However, a closer analysis of
their responses to feeling upset and distressed, which are two typical reactions to unfairness,
shows that over 65% of respondents generally never felt or only rarely felt those emotions over
the last two months.
This lack of a statistically significant relationship can be explained by state negative affect
perhaps being better captured by a smaller time interval as it is unlikely that many individuals
generally and consistently feel high levels of negative affect at work for two months. As
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illegitimate tasks provoke reactions to unfairness, these reactions may have been better captured
by asking participants to recall how they generally felt over a shorter time period, such as the past
two work weeks. In other words, the negative affect may have been present and intense but not in
a chronic way, i.e., over the period of months, unless individuals had also frequently experienced
high levels of illegitimate tasks over the same time frame.
Neither state self-esteem nor state negative affect had statistically significant relationships
with OCBs. While participants generally reported relatively high levels of OCBs (M=3.45,
SD= .79), one may suggest the possible role of moderators to explain the lack of association. This
argument is based on Shockley et al. (2012) who also found no association between state negative
affect and OCBs and alluded to possible moderators. In particular, Shockley et al. (2012)
suggested investigating moderators, such as attentional focus or extraversion, that may be
affecting the relationship with OCBs. In other words, the more attention one pays to themselves
or the higher the level of introversion when experiencing negative affect, the weaker the
association with OCBs. Unfortunately, the current study did not investigate either of those
moderators and, in the current study, state negative affect did not have a statistically significant
relationship to the composite OCB scale or its individual parts.Thus, similarly to what Shockley
et al. (2012) found, without accounting for moderators, a negative relationship between state
negative affect and OCBs may not be successfully uncovered.
Second, a similar argument may also explain the lack of relationship between state selfesteem and OCBs. Prior research (Ariani & No, 2012; Pan, Qin, & Gao, 2014; Pierce & Gardner,
2004; Tang & Ibrahim, 1998) has demonstrated strong links between trait self-esteem and
organization-based self-esteem and OCBs, but not necessarily state self-esteem. Theoretically, the
implication is that state self-esteem, often being subject to momentary or daily fluctuations,
appears to be more strongly tied to the performance of OCBs when analyzed at the daily level
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rather than as a general summary of experiences over the course of two months. Beal, Weiss,
Barros, and MacDermid (2005) argued that when tying affect and other cognitive processes to
performance, one has to both appropriately define and match the dynamism or stability of the
predictor to the outcome to see the nature of the relationship. Failing to do that will bring in other
variables that may moderate or overshadow the relationship with the performance outcome. In
other words, it is possible that the nature of OCBs, influenced by state self-esteem and state
negative affect, is more dynamic than was effectively captured with the current study design. The
two month recall instruction may have changed the interpretation of those mediators to greater
resemble an attitude rather than an affective state as explored in past research. Alternatively,
perhaps trait levels of self-esteem and negative affect may have been more predictive for the time
interval length of the instruction, since it requires a more stable and general recall.
A few factors might contribute to the non-significant moderations and moderated
mediations.The first factor, with multiple layers of implications, is the operationalization of the
moderator. It is possible that the chosen operationalization for moderator for the study was not
the most appropriate at capturing the domain of perceived sharing. The original definition
entailed perceived coworker sharing of illegitimate tasks from the perspective of the focal
participant. As an attempt at adequately capturing the construct domain, three alternative
definitions were created for exploratory analyses. The base of these definitions came from either
interpreting sharedness as an individual perception, as per the original moderator, or as
agreement, i.e., similar interpretations derived from similar ratings, of the same event.
Although the original moderator operationalization reflected the importance of perception
and interpretation for feelings of illegitimacy as presented in the SOS model (Semmer et al.,
2007), none of the analyses reached statistical significance and raised the question of whether
there were issues with the way the construct had been defined. However, if sharedness was
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intrepreted from the perspective of the extent to which coworkers perceive tasks listed by focal
participants to be similarly illegitimate, then there was a statistically significant moderation of the
relationship between illegitimate tasks and state self-esteem. More specifically, at the lower
levels of task illegitimacy rated by coworkers, illegitimate tasks had a stronger negative
correlation with state self-esteem. At high levels of task illegitimacy rated by coworkers,
illegitimate tasks had a comparatively weaker negative correlation with state self-esteem. This
effect suggests that a greater shared perspective between the focal participants and coworkers is
associated with less decrease of self-esteem compared to when there is lower sharedness. In other
words, because focal participants had listed tasks they perceived to be illegitimate and coworkers
perceived those tasks as similarly egregious, one can use Social Comparison Theory (Festinger,
1954) to infer that individuals felt less dissimilarity between themselves and other members of
the group, and did not experience the negative self-referential effects of upward social
comparisons. Thus, the operationalization of the moderator may have been a key factor behind
the lack of statistically significant findings in the current research.
Another factor to consider are the reasons behind why the other two alternate
operationalizations also yielded null findings. The second operationalization was defined by the
perceived frequency of task assignments that had been listed by the focal participant while the
third operationalization asked the coworkers about their perception of the frequency of coworker
sharing of illegitimate tasks. One notable limitation of these operationalizations is that the
frequency of a task assignment may not matter if the recipient does not interpret the task to be
illegitimate so these operationalizations may have been too narrow and single-faceted to
adequately capture the domain of illegitimacy. Consequently, this would have made the rating of
frequency a supplementary component to an existing perception of experiencing illegitimate tasks
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but it may not be a sufficient condition, by itself, to generate and, subsequently, moderate
perceptions of illegitimacy.
The moderation and moderated mediation analyses may have also been influenced by a
potential lack of variability in the focal participant responses to illegitimate tasks. Focal
participants reported moderate levels of illegitimate work tasks (M=2.93) and perceived their
coworkers to have similar illegitimate tasks experiences (M=3.00) as themselves, which may
have been too small of a difference in the slopes for moderation to occur. To better investigate
that difference, an exploratory paired samples t-test was run on the focal participants’ ratings of
illegitimate tasks and focal participants’ perception of coworker sharing of illegitimate tasks. The
results did not reveal a statistically significant difference between the groups, suggesting that the
focal participants perceived coworkers to receive similar illegitimate tasks as them. This
perception of sharing illegitimate tasks, leading to similar slopes, and the statistically nonsignificant results of the paired samples t-test provides some explanation for the lack of
moderation effects.
Practical Implications
There are also a number of implications to this study on a practical level. First, individuals
should be continually mindful of the impact of illegitimate tasks on self-esteem and negative
affect in the workplace. Many of the focal participants reported illegitimate tasks involving doing
someone else’s job, such as tasks that the supervisor does not want to do. Supervisors, perhaps
the most frequent assigners of illegitimate tasks, should be particularly aware of the disrespect
that those tasks convey to the recipients and try to avoid them to the extent possible.
However, one must also consider that frequently,when assessing the same task,
supervisors and subordinates may have divergent perceptions of which tasks are legitimate as
opposed to illegitimate (Meier & Semmer, 2018). Therefore, as an illegitimate task assignment
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may not always be intended by the supervisor, it may be useful to keep open communication and
dialogue with subordinates to ensure that there is similarity of perception.
Another factor that may affect the perception of tasks as illegitimate is the attitude toward
one’s job and the supervisor. For example, Muntz, Dormann, and Kronenwett (2019) found job
dissatisfaction led to great perception of illegitimate tasks. Similarly, it is likely that employees
who have poor relationships with supervisors might be more likely to perceive certain tasks as
illeigimate. Thus, as strategies to reduce the perception of tasks as illegitimate, supervisors can
promote positive relationships with employees by spending dedicated time with each of them
separately, by engaging in frequent and open communication, demonstrating appreciation and
treating them with respect (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995)
Alternatively, if it is unavoidable to assign the illegitimate task, then the supervisor should
also consider the manner in which the task is framed to help minimize, or at least reduce, the
level of offense taken (Minei, Eatough, & Cohen-Charash, 2018). Minei and colleagues (2018)
found that acknowledging the task request as something that is recognizably undesirable work
and providing an explanation for why it needs to be completed are two effective ways of reducing
the potential strain experienced by the recipient (Minei et al., 2018).
A second practical contribution is understanding the potential negative reactions to
illegitimate tasks, such a negative association with state self-esteem and the positive association
with state negative affect. Recipients of illegitimate tasks often feel devaluated and upset at the
disrespect that the task assignment conveys (Semmer et al., 2015). Supervisors who are assigning
these tasks should be mindful of the social message behind certain tasks, particularly when
publicly delegating. While this study has shown a couple of negative reactions to illegitimate
tasks and the literature provides support for the deleterious effects being associated with other
negative outcomes, supervisors should be aware that they can empower or undermine their
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employees with their task assignments. Based on these results, there is great value to getting to
know one’s direct reports and understand that the assigned tasks may be an important factor in
explaining why the individual seems deflated (i.e., lowered self-esteem) or angry (e.g.,., higher
negative affect) at work.
Lastly, based on the weak association between coworker pair ratings of the same
illegitimate task, it may also be important to have a calibration session between the supervisor
and coworkers if illegitimate tasks are a pervasive issue in a particular workplace. As the current
study and Meier and Semmer (2018) have shown, there is a relatively weak to moderate
convergence on reports of illegitimate tasks between coworkers, and supervisor and incumbents,
respectively. It would be important for the individuals in a team or department to have a
discussion regarding the task assignments, the reasons for some of the contentious assignments
and to enable the recipients to provide explanations for their reactions. This type of meeting may
allow supervisors and subordinates to calibrate their perspectives on the task assignments. The
meeting could reduce ambiguity and uncertainty over why certain tasks are being assigned and
why they are being assigned to certain people, as long as valid reasons have been provided.
Limitations and Implications for Future Research
This study introduced a number of important elements to the illegitimate tasks literature,
but a number limitations can serve as a foundation for expansion in future research. First, the
cross-sectional nature of the study design may be seen as a limitation. The cross-sectional design
used in the present study did not allow for causal conclusions to be drawn from the data. A
longitudinal design could be used for some evidence of directionality in the relationships.
Nevertheless, it may not have been prudent to use a longitudinal design to provide initial causal
evidence for relationships, such as those between illegitimate tasks and performance outcomes,
that have been seldom or not at all investigated in prior illegitimate tasks research. Future
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research should collect longitudinal data over several time points in order to provide some
evidence of directionality for the relationships between illegitimate tasks and constructs of
interest. While many effects of illegitimate tasks have been explained using daily diary
methodologies, there is still much that remains unexplored about the chronic effects of repeated
exposure to illegitimate tasks across a longer period of time.
Related to the previous point, the two-month time interval recall instruction for the focal
participants’ and the coworkers’ rating scales may also have been a limitation. Participants were
instructed to respond to the scales while thinking about the general level of that variable over the
last two months. This may have been an issue not only because of the nature of the illegitimate
tasks experience but also because of the way variables behave at the state level and, how those
aforementioned characteristics subsequently impact the relationship between illegitimate tasks
and the outcomes explored in this study. However, as illegitimate tasks, typically, tend to be
fairly low incidence events, one may have run the risk of many participants reporting not
experiencing illegitimate tasks by including a shorter-term recall instruction. Additionally, if one
had simply allowed free recall without time interval instructions, participants may have recalled
illegitimate tasks and performance episodes during different time periods, rendering the data
unintepretable. Future research could address this limitation by using an experience sampling
methodology, particularly a daily diary approach, to explore the same variables from the present
study for perhaps a more nuanced look into the relationships. Furthermore, one could
conceptualize performance at an episodic level, following the work of Beal et al. (2005), to
capture its fluctuations throughout the day. This type of study design would allow for a clearer
understanding of the immediate effects on illegitimate tasks on emotional strain, self-concept and
performance variables as well as how the effects fluctuate throughout the day and whether they
hold overnight.
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Another potential limitation may have been the use of self-report measures, suggesting
that there may have been some common method variance accounting for the results (Podsakoff,
Mackenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). To attempt to mitigate this issue, the coworkers and focal
participants were asked to respond to largely different measures to minimize respondent bias.
Additionally, when focal participants rated their own levels of state negative affect and state selfesteem, this was because most of the constructs assessed in this study, apart from the performance
outcomes, were heavily dependent on inner experiences and subjective appraisal, justifying the
use of self-report. Moreover, the self-report measures on state self-esteem and state negative
affect were counterbalanced to reduce any order or mood induction effects from responding to
those items. There was also a small time separation between when the focal participant completed
the initial portion of the survey and when they handed the survey to the coworker, as well as
instructions to discourage participants from influencing each other’s responses to preserve
confidentiality. Lastly, the survey concluded with an item asking whether the coworker had
discussed any of the answers with the focal participant before finishing the survey. All these
survey design strategies, some as recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003), were employed to
attempt to reduce the effect of common method variance. Nevertheless, future research should
look to expand on this multi-source approach by using employees, coworkers and supervisors, as
done by Meier and Semmer (2018), and, ideally, collecting the measures, with the appropriate
time separation, from all participants to optimally explore the research questions whilst
minimizing common method variance factors.
The use of coworkers, instead of supervisors, to provide ratings of in-role performance
and OCBs may be seen as another limitation. While ratings of job performance facets are
traditionally done by supervisors and found to be most valued when coming from them (Greller
& Herold, 1975), the research developments related to 360-degree feedback have shown the value
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of ratings being provided from other sources, such as peers, beyond the direct supervisor (Kane &
Lawlyer, 1978; Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988). Carpenter, Berry, and Houson (2014) found that
supervisor-self ratings tended to be more strongly convergent than peer-self ratings. More
importantly, the authors concluded that peer ratings only added appreciable incremental validity,
over self-ratings, to behavioral measures, including in-role performance and OCBs. Thus,
coworkers may have been an appropriate group to rate in-role performance and OCBs in this
study, especially given their familiarity with the focal participants’ respective roles and assigned
tasks. Future research should expand on the current approach by adding supervisor data to a
multi-source design. Supervisor data would not only provide valuable idiosyncratic information
about performance outcomes but also about perceived sharing of illegitimate tasks from the
assigner’s perspective. However, when adding additional rating sources, such as coworkers and
supervisors, it is important to ensure high levels of confidentiality, especially when responses are
piped from other individuals. Future research should ensure even higher multisource
confidentiality by separating each participant’s survey responses onto different links to be taken
on separate devices, anonymous referral emails to coworkers and supervisors, and disclosure
statements stating that no participant can see each other’s responses and use minimal deception
around the piped text used in the survey being an aggregate of general survey responses.
Including only performance-related behavioral outcomes may have been another
limitation. The exploration of the performance variables in this study was an important initial step
in expanding the behavioral outcomes in the illegitimate tasks literature, especially because inrole performance had only been previously studied by Ma and Peng (2018) and OCBs had not
been investigated in the context of illegitimate tasks. However, other types of behavioral
outcomes, such as actual turnover, may have also provided important information about the
effects of illegitimate tasks. Based on Lee and Mitchell’s (1994) unfolding model, the second
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path to turnover, labeled “I’m Outta Here”, suggests that a negative external event may cause a
shock to the system that creates a conflict with the employee’s values or goals, which then leads
to a judgment of no longer fitting into the job and subsequent turnover. Illegitimate tasks,
particularly if one is receiving them frequently and over time, may be considered a negative
external event that may trigger this turnover sequence. The role of illegitimate tasks in causing a
professional identity violation and its associations with state self-esteem and state negative affect
suggest that it would be valuable for future research to explore the relationship between
illegitimate tasks and actual turnover, especially using a longitudinal design.
The operationalizations of the moderator may also be seen as a limitation and worthy of
expansion in future research. In the current study, the primary operationalization was centered on
the extent to which the focal participant believed that coworkers in similar roles had to perform
similar illegitimate tasks, yet there were also three additional exploratory operationalizations that
showed promise for future research investigations. In particular, the most promising
operationalization of the moderator was the extent to which the coworker rated the illegitimacy of
the focal participant’s listed tasks. Not only was there a significant moderation effect of the
relationship between illegitimate tasks and state self-esteem but also the moderated mediation
analyses showed effects trending toward significance. Future research would benefit from
exploring this operationalization with a larger sample size and soliciting more qualitative
information about the tasks that coworkers found to be illegitimate may provide additional insight
into the relationships tested in this study.
Another potential limitation is the diversity of the industries sampled. Many of the
previous studies on illegitimate tasks have traditionally used samples from one or two academic
institutions/organizations but those samples were almost always from the same industry (Apostel
et al., 2018; Eatough et al., 2016; Schulte-Braucks, Baethge, Dormann, & Vahle-Hinz, 2019;
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Semmer et al., 2015; Zhou et al., 2018). One of the few studies that sampled from individuals
from dissimilar industries, and even dissimilar cultures, was Ahmed et al. (2018) who sampled
individuals from various industries in the US and India. Interestingly, when testing their model,
the authors found that the effects only held for US based participants but not for the Indian
participants. While Ahmed et al. (2018) attributed the lack of effects to cultural differences for
the Indian sample, it is possible that the industries predominantly represented by those
participants (i.e., technical, professional and manufacturing) could have also been an important
factor. The US sample only had the technical industry in common with India as one of the three
most represented industries. Therefore, it is possible that diverse samples may have interfered
with the expected effects, but if they did, it may also be the case that these null relationships
could be more generalizable than those observed in prior research that limited their samples to a
single industry. Given the lack of research into the prevalence of illegitimate tasks across
different industries, the relatively high level of illegitimate tasks reported in this study and the
general lack of effects found, this may be an important factor to consider in future efforts.
A related limitation may have been the use of a sample from a panel company. To date,
this is only the second study in the illegitimate tasks literature that used a panel sample, after
Schulte-Braucks et al. (2019). A potential disadvantage to using a panel sample in illegitimate
tasks research is that there may be certain sample-level characteristics that may impact the types
of illegitimate tasks employees receive and their general reactions to them. For example, Ahmed
et al. (2018) found relatively high levels of reported illegitimate tasks but fewer statistically
significant effects when non-professional, blue-collar industry samples were more highly
represented. It may be the case that certain industry samples, such as academia, may be more
sensitive to illegitimate tasks than in blue-collar industries, such as construction, because of the
nature of the work tasks and the work environment.
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Alternatively, it may be that some panelists have mixed identities, by holding a job in a
blue-collar industry while also supplementing their income as a panelist. Their reactions to
illegitimate tasks are likely different, not only to those who have traditional professional or blue
collar employments but also to those individuals in the respective sectors who are also panelists.
Thus, it is possible that employees who have traditional jobs and also work as panelists may not
have the same kinds of reactions or may express the strain of illegitimate tasks in different ways
that are more reflective of the attitudes and behaviors of their most salient professional identity
(Ashforth & Johnson, 2001) as those who only have traditional jobs or who earn most of their
income from panel, or online gig, work. This is worth exploring in future research because, as
seen in the present study, a variety of workers in different industries are able to be sampled and
these industry differences could be deliberately explored. Future research should compare, not
only whether the constructs behave differently across industries but also, whether respondents
from similar industries provide different responses depending on the sample source.
Lastly, another potential limitation was the lack of inclusion of individual level variables
as moderators. The intent behind the inclusion of the perception of coworker sharing of
illegitimate tasks moderator in the present study was to demonstrate that individual perception of
what others are going through can influence one’s experience of illegitimate tasks. While this was
not directly supported in this study, Schulte-Braucks et al. (2019) showed that trait justice
sensitivity moderated the impact of illegitimate tasks on same day CWBs. This was an important
step because justice sensitivity may be one of many antecedent variables that are key influencers
of an individual’s appraisal of task illegitimacy. Since task appraisal involves interpretation of
potentially ambiguous or uncertain information in a given interpersonal situation, future studies
may want to consider variables that are related to those components, such as tolerance to
ambiguity, sense of necessity related to the task, or even more general facets under the Five
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Factor Model trait of agreeableness, including trust, modesty and compliance. Researching these
individual-level variables in the future may help further the understanding of how different traits
may influence an individual’s task appraisal.
Conclusion
Illegitimate tasks remains a relatively new construct, with growing empirical evidence
being provided to support its development. The present study demonstrated that illegitimate tasks
are importantly related to both the self-concept as well as affective reactions, providing
theoretical support for major tenets of the SOS model. This study also provided some evidence
for the relationship between self-concept and performance, suggesting that how one feels affects
many aspects of performance of core role responsibilities. Though most of the hypotheses were
not empirically supported, the use of multi-source data from a variety of industries allowed
insight into a number of methodological questions that future research should consider when
investigating illegitimate tasks
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.14

-.01**

.53**

-.39**

.33**

.36**

.25**

–

2

.19**

.23**

.23**

.28**

.06

.06

.10

.09

–

3

.28**

.27**

.30**

.15**

.26**

-.22**

.59**

–

4

.27**

.37**

.35**

.31**

.22**

-.16**

–

5

.08

.06

.08

.17**

-.57**

–

6

.50**
.52**
.40**

-.02
-.03

–

8

-.02

-.12

–

7

.92**

.92**

–

9

.69**

–

10

–

11

Note. N = 188.. Shared ITs (FP)= Shared Illegitimate Tasks ([rated by] Focal Participant). Co. Rating of FP IT= Coworker Rating of Focal Participant’s
Illegitimate Task. Shared ITs Freq.= [Coworker rating of] Shared Illegitimate Tasks Frequency. Shared ITs (Co.)= Shared Illegitimate Tasks [perception rating by]
Coworker. State NA= State Negative Affect. OCBs= Organizational Citizenship Behaviors. OCBIs= Organizational Citizenship Behaviors-Individual. OCBOs=
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors-Organization.
**p <. 01

2.93

1. Illegitimate Tasks

M

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Main Variables

Table 1

ILLEGITIMATE TASKS AND PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES
63

ILLEGITIMATE TASKS AND PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES
64

Table 2
Coefficients for Regression Analyses of Illegitimate Tasks and Performance Outcome Variables
In-role performance

OCBs

Model 1

Model 1

B

SE

β

B

SE

β

Illegitimate
Tasks

-.067

.048

-.101

.059

.079

.054

R2

.010

Variable

Note. N = 188. OCBs= Organizational Citizenship Behaviors.

.003
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Table 3
Coefficients for Regression Analyses of Illegitimate Tasks and Mediation Variables

Variable

State Self-Esteem

State Negative Affect

Model 1

Model 1

B

Illegitimate Tasks

-.640

R2

.260**

Note. N = 188.
**p < .01.

SE
.079

β
-.510

B

SE

.693

.069

.353**

β
.594
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Table 4
Coefficients for Regression Analyses of Mediation Variables and Performance Outcome
Variables
In-role performance

OCBs

Model 1

Model 1

B

SE

β

B

SE

β

State Self-Esteem

.091

.038

.172

.065

.063

.075

R2

.030*

State Negative
Affect

-.068

.068

-.022

R2

.014

Variable

Note. N = 188.
*p < .05.

.006
.041

-.120

-.021
.000

ILLEGITIMATE TASKS AND PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES
67

Table 5
Mediation Coefficients of State Self-Esteem on the Relationship between Illegitimate Tasks and
In-role performance/OCBs

95% CI
Effect

B

SE

Lower

Upper

-Total

-.067

.049

-.163

.028

-Direct (IT-IRP)

-.012

.056

-.123

.098

-Indirect (mediation IT-SSE-IRP)

-.055

.032

-.119

.003

-Total

.059

.079

-.098

.215

-Direct (IT-OCBs)

.135

.092

-.046

.317

-Indirect (mediation IT-SSE-OCBs)

-.077

.046

-.169

.011

In-role performance

OCBs

Note. N = 188. IT= Illegitimate Tasks. IRP= In-role performance. SSE= State Self-Esteem.
OCBs= Organizational Citizenship Behaviors.
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Table 6
Mediation Effects of State Negative Affect on the Relationship between Illegitimate Tasks and Inrole performance/OCBs

95% CI
Effect

B

SE

Lower

Upper

In-role performance
-Total

-.067

.049

-.163

.028

-Direct (IT-IRP)

-.031

.060

-.150

.088

-Indirect (mediation IT-SNA-IRP)

-.037

.038

-.109

.041

-Total

.059

.079

-.098

.215

-Direct (IT-OCBs)

.113

.099

-.082

.307

-Indirect (mediation IT-SNA-OCBs)

-.054

.054

-.161

.054

OCBs

Note. N = 188. IT= Illegitimate Tasks. IRP= In-role performance. SNA= State Negative Affect. OCB= Organizational
Citizenship Behaviors.

.000

.085

.265

.285

SE

Note. N =188. Interaction = Illegitimate Tasks * Perception of Sharing.
**p < .01.

Δ in R2

.260

.260**

-.027

R2

.080

-.467**

-.639

B

.004

.079

SE

-.640**

B

Model 2

Interaction

Illegitimate
Tasks
Perception of
Sharing

Variable

Model 1

State Self-Esteem

.377**

.586**

.693**

B

Model 1

.069

.069

SE

B

.009

.386

.120

-.131

SE

.073

.226

.243

Model 2

.163

State Negative Affect

Regression Coefficients of Perception of Coworker Sharing of Illegitimate Tasks as a Moderator of the Relationship between
Illegitimate Tasks and Mediation Variables

Table 7
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.000

B
.001

SE
-.018

Lower

95 % CI

.024

Upper

ITs → SSE → OCBs
-.000
.014
-.026
.030
Note. N =188. CI= confidence interval. Perception of Co.Sharing= Perception of Coworker Sharing of Illegitimate
Tasks.
ITs= Illegitimate Tasks. SSE= State Self-Esteem. TP= In-role performance. OCBs= Organizational Citizenship
Behaviors.
B= index of moderated mediation.

ITs → SSE → IRP

Variable

Estimate

Perception of Co. Sharing

Regression Coefficients of Perception of Coworker Sharing of Illegitimate Tasks as a Moderator of
the Relationship between Illegitimate Tasks and Performance Outcomes, Mediated by State SelfEsteem

Table 8a
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-.006

B
.009

SE
-.025

Lower

95 % CI

.012

Upper

ITs →SNA → OCBs
-.009
.013
-.039
.014
Note. N =188. CI= confidence interval. Perception of Co.Sharing= Perception of Coworker Sharing of Illegitimate Tasks.
ITs= Illegitimate Tasks. SNA= State Negative Affect. IRP= In-role performance. OCBs= Organizational Citizenship Behaviors.
B= index of moderated mediation.

ITs →SNA → IRP

Variable

Estimate

Perception of Co. Sharing

Regression Coefficients of Perception of Coworker Sharing of Illegitimate Tasks as a Moderator of the
Relationship between Illegitimate Tasks and Performance Outcomes, Mediated by State Negative Affect

Table 8b
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.020*

.075

.055

.080

SE

Model 2

Note. N =188. Interaction = Illegitimate Tasks * Coworker Rating of IT.
**p < .01.

Δ in R2

.311*

.291**

.110

R2

.056

.097

-.690**

B

.170**

.079

SE

-.654**

B

Interaction

Illegitimate
Tasks
Coworker
Rating of IT

Variable

Model 1

State Self-Esteem

.357**

-.003

.693**

B

.049

.069

SE

Model 1

.004

.361

-.071

-.009

.708**

B

.066

.049

.071

SE

Model 2

State Negative Affect

Regression Coefficients of Coworker Rating of Task Illegitimacy as a Moderator of the Relationship between Illegitimate
Tasks and Mediation Variables

Table 9a
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.266**

.066

.083

-.611**

-.078

SE

B

.000

.013
.266

-.079

-.611**

B

.084

.066

.083

SE

Model 2

Note. N =188. Interaction = Illegitimate Tasks * Frequency of ITs.
**p < .01.

Δ in R2

R

2

Interaction

Frequency of ITs

Variable
Illegitimate
Tasks

Model 1

State Self-Esteem

.363**

.092

.659**

B

SE

.057

.072

Model 1

B

.001

.039
.364

.092

SE

.072

.057

.071

Model 2

.658**

State Negative Affect

Regression Coefficients of Coworker Rating of Frequency of Illegitimate Tasks as a Moderator of the Relationship between
Illegitimate Tasks and Mediation Variables

Table 9b
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Table 9c
Regression Coefficients of Coworker Perception of Sharedness of Illegitimate Tasks as a
Moderator of the Relationship between Illegitimate Tasks and Mediation Variables
State Self-Esteem
Model 1
Variable
Illegitimate
Tasks
Coworker
Perception of
Sharing

R

Δ in R2

Model 2

Model 1

Model 2

B

SE

B

SE

B

SE

B

SE

-.630**

.082

-.639**

.083

.671**

.071

.671**

.072

.031

.075

-.026

.076

.075

.065

.075

.066

Interaction
2

State Negative Affect

.079
.264**

.267

.000

.089
.357**

.003

Note. N =188. Interaction = Illegitimate Tasks * Coworker Perception of Sharing.
**p < .01.

.358
.000

.077
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Table 10a
Regression Coefficients of Coworker Rating of Task Illegitimacy as a Moderator of the
Relationship between Illegitimate Tasks and Performance Outcomes, Mediated by State SelfEsteem
Coworker Rating of Task Illegitimacy
Estimate
Variable
ITs → SSE → IRP

95 % CI

B

SE

Lower

Upper

.015

.010

-.001

.039

ITs → SSE → OCBs
.020
.015
-.003
.055
Note. N =188. CI= confidence interval. ITs= Illegitimate Tasks. SSE= State Self-Esteem.
IRP= In-role performance. OCBs= Organizational Citizenship Behaviors.
B= index of moderated mediation.
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Table 10b
Regression Coefficients of Coworker Rating of Task Illegitimacy as a Moderator of the
Relationship between Illegitimate Tasks and Performance Outcomes, Mediated by State Negative
Affect
Coworker Rating of Task Illegitimacy
Estimate
Variable
ITs →SNA → IRP

95 % CI

B

SE

Lower

Upper

.004

.007

-.005

.022

ITs →SNA → OCBs
.006
.010
-.008
.032
Note. N =188. CI= confidence interval. ITs= Illegitimate Tasks. SNA= State Negative Affect.
IRP= In-role performance. OCBs= Organizational Citizenship Behaviors.
B= index of moderated mediation.
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Table 11a
Regression Coefficients of Coworker Rating of Frequency of Illegitimate Tasks as a Moderator of
the Relationship between Illegitimate Tasks and Performance Outcomes, Mediated by State SelfEsteem
Coworker Rating of Frequency of Illegitimate Tasks

Estimate
Variable
ITs → SSE → IRP

95 % CI

B

SE

Lower

Upper

.001

.009

-.015

.023

ITs → SSE → OCBs
.002
.013
-.024
.031
Note. N =188. CI= confidence interval. ITs= Illegitimate Tasks. SSE= State Self-Esteem.
IRP= In-role performance. OCBs= Organizational Citizenship Behaviors.
B= index of moderated mediation.
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Table 11b
Regression Coefficients of Coworker Rating of Frequency of Illegitimate Tasks as a Moderator of
the Relationship between Illegitimate Tasks and Performance Outcomes, Mediated by State
Negative Affect
Coworker Rating of Frequency of Illegitimate Tasks

Estimate
Variable
ITs →SNA → IRP

95 % CI

B

SE

Lower

Upper

-.002

.008

-.021

.012

ITs →SNA → OCBs
-.003
.011
-.029
.020
Note. N =188. CI= confidence interval. ITs= Illegitimate Tasks. SNA= State Negative Affect.
IRP= In-role performance. OCBs= Organizational Citizenship Behaviors.
B= index of moderated mediation.
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Table 12a
Regression Coefficients of Coworker Perception of Frequency of Sharedness of Illegitimate Tasks
as a Moderator of the Relationship between Illegitimate Tasks and Performance Outcomes,
Mediated by State Self-Esteem
Coworker Perception of Frequency of Sharedness of Illegitimate Tasks

Estimate
Variable
ITs → SSE → IRP

95 % CI

B

SE

Lower

Upper

.007

.011

-.008

.035

ITs → SSE → OCBs
.010
.015
-.013
.046
Note. N =188. CI= confidence interval. ITs= Illegitimate Tasks. SSE= State Self-Esteem.
IRP= In-role performance. OCBs= Organizational Citizenship Behaviors.
B= index of moderated mediation.
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Table 12b
Regression Coefficients of Coworker Perception of Frequency of Sharedness of Illegitimate Tasks
as a Moderator of the Relationship between Illegitimate Tasks and Performance Outcomes,
Mediated by State Negative Affect
Coworker Perception of Frequency of Sharedness of Illegitimate Tasks

Estimate
Variable
ITs →SNA → IRP

95 % CI

B

SE

Lower

Upper

.000

.008

-.011

.022

ITs →SNA → OCBs
.000
.011
-.018
.030
Note. N =188. CI= confidence interval. ITs= Illegitimate Tasks. SNA= State Negative Affect.
IRP= In-role performance. OCBs= Organizational Citizenship Behaviors.
B= index of moderated mediation.
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Figure 1
Theoretical Model

Note. Perceived Coworker Sharing of IT Experience= Perceived Coworker Sharing of
Illegitimate Tasks Experience. OCBs= Organizational Citizenship Behaviors.
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Figure 2a
The Relationship Between Illegitimate Tasks and In-Role Performance, Mediated by State SelfEsteem

State Self-Esteem

.09

-.64**

In-role
performance

Illegitimate Tasks
-.07(-.01)

Note. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between illegitimate and in-role
performance as mediated by state self-esteem. The unstandardized regression coefficient for the
relationship between illegitimate tasks and in-role performance, controlling for state self-esteem,
is in parentheses.
**p < .01
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Figure 2b
The Relationship Between Illegitimate Tasks and OCBs, Mediated by State Self-Esteem

State Self-Esteem

.12

-.64**

OCBs

Illegitimate Tasks
.14(.06)

Note. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between illegitimate and OCBs
as mediated by state self-esteem. The unstandardized regression coefficient for the relationship
between illegitimate tasks and OCBs, controlling for state self-esteem, is in parentheses.
**p < .01
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Figure 2c
The Relationship Between Illegitimate Tasks and In-Role Performance, Mediated by State
Negative Affect

State Negative
Affect
.69**

-.05

In-role
performance

Illegitimate Tasks
-.07(-.03)

Note. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between illegitimate and in-role
performance as mediated by state negative affect. The unstandardized regression coefficient for
the relationship between illegitimate tasks and in-role performance, controlling for state negative
affect, is in parentheses.
**p < .01
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Figure 2d
The Relationship Between Illegitimate Tasks and OCBs, Mediated by State Negative Affect

State Negative
Affect
-.64**

-.08

OCBs

Illegitimate Tasks
.06(.11)

Note. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between illegitimate and in-role
performance as mediated by state negative affect. The unstandardized regression coefficient for
the relationship between illegitimate tasks and in-role performance, controlling for state negative
affect, is in parentheses.
**p < .01
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Figure 3a
The Relationship Between Illegitimate Tasks and In-Role Performance, Mediated by State SelfEsteem and with Perception of Coworker Sharing of Illegitimate Tasks as a Moderator of the
First Stage Path

Perception of
Coworker Sharing of
Illegitimate Tasks
State Self-Esteem
.00
-.64**

.09

In-role
performance

Illegitimate Tasks
-.01

Note. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between illegitimate and in-role
performance as mediated by state self-esteem and moderated by perception of coworker sharing
of illegitimate tasks.
**p < .01
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Figure 3b
The Relationship Between Illegitimate Tasks and OCBs, Mediated by State Self-Esteem and with
Perception of Coworker Sharing of Illegitimate Tasks as a Moderator of the First Stage Path

Perception of
Coworker Sharing of
Illegitimate Tasks
State Self-Esteem
.00
-.64**

.12

OCBs

Illegitimate Tasks
.14

Note. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between illegitimate and OCBs
as mediated by state self-esteem and moderated by perception of coworker sharing of illegitimate
tasks.
**p < .01
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Figure 3c
The Relationship Between Illegitimate Tasks and In-Role Performance, Mediated by State
Negative Affect and with Perception of Coworker Sharing of Illegitimate Tasks as a Moderator of
the First Stage Path

Perception of
Coworker Sharing of
Illegitimate Tasks
State Negative
Affect
.12
.16

-.05

In-role
performance

Illegitimate Tasks
-.03

Note. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between illegitimate and in-role
performance as mediated by state negative affect and moderated by perception of coworker
sharing of illegitimate tasks.
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Figure 3d
The Relationship Between Illegitimate Tasks and OCBs, Mediated by State Negative Affect and
with Perception of Coworker Sharing of Illegitimate Tasks as a Moderator of the First Stage
Path

Perception of
Coworker Sharing of
Illegitimate Tasks
State Negative
Affect
.12
.16

-.08

OCBs

Illegitimate Tasks
.11

Note. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between illegitimate and in-role
performance as mediated by state negative affect and moderated by perception of coworker
sharing of illegitimate tasks.
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Figure 4
Interaction Effect of Coworker Ratings of Focal Participants’ Illegitimate Tasks and State SelfEsteem

5
4.5

State Self-Esteem

4
3.5
Co.ITs 1SD
Below
Co.ITs 1SD
Above

3
2.5
2
1.5
1
Low ITs

High ITs

Note. The interactive effect of coworker ratings of focal participants’ illegitimate tasks on the
relationship between illegitimate tasks and state self-esteem.
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Appendix A
Scale Items
Original Scale Items
Note: Items denoted with (R) are reverse

Adapted Scale Items
Note: Items denoted with (R) are reverse
scored.

scored.
Bern Illegitimate Tasks Scale (Jacobshagen,

BITS scale:

2006):

[Stem: Over the last 2 months, do you have

[Stem:Do you have work tasks to take care of, work tasks to take care of, which keep you
which keep you wondering if…:]

wondering if…:]

1. They have be done at all?

1. They had be done at all?

2. They make sense at all?

2. They make sense at all?

3. They would not exist (or could be

3. They would not exist (or could be

done with less effort), if it were

done with less effort), if things were

organized differently?

organized differently?

4. They just exist because some people
simply demand it this way?

4. They just exist because some people
simply demand it this way?

[Stem:Do you have work tasks to take care of, [Stem: Over the last 2 months, do you have
which you believe…:]
1. Should be done by someone else?

work tasks to take care of, which you
believe…:]
1. Should be done by someone else?
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2. Are going too far, which should not be
expected from you?

2. Went too far, and should not be
expected of you?

3. Put you in an awkward position?

3. Put you in an awkward position?

4. Are unfair that you have to deal with

4. Are unfair that you have to deal with?

them?
Rating: Rated on a 5 point Likert scale from

Rating: Rated on a 5 point Likert scale from
“never” to “frequently”

“never” to “frequently”

Open-ended illegitimate tasks item (focal
participant):
[Illegitimate tasks are unreasonable or
unnecessary work task assignments that
violate the recipient’s professional identity.
Unreasonable tasks are tasks that you feel you
should not have to do because they require a
perceived skill level that is too high or too
low for you. Unnecessary tasks are tasks that
you feel should not have to be done at all.
With that in mind, in no more than one
sentence each, briefly describe three common
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illegitimate tasks experiences you have
experienced at work:”

Shared illegitimate task experiences (focal
participant):
[Stem: Over the last 2 months, do you believe
that your coworkers have work tasks to take
care of which keep them wondering if… :]
1. They had be done at all?
2. They made sense at all?
3. They would not exist (or could be
done with less effort), if things were
organized differently?
4. They just exist because some people
simply demand it this way?
[Stem: Over the last 2 months, do you believe
that your coworkers have work tasks to take
care of, which they believe…:]
1. Should have been done by someone
else?
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2. Went too far, and should not be
expected of them?
3. Put them in an awkward position?
4. Were unfair that they had to deal
with?
Rating: Rated on a 5 point Likert scale from
“never” to “frequently”

Shared illegitimate tasks experiences
(coworker- illegitimacy)
[Stem: Please rate the extent to which you
believe the following task (piped text from
focal participant’s response #1/#2/#3) cannot
be appropriately expected of you because it is
outside of what you believe you have to do at
work: ]
Rating: Rated on a 5 point Likert scale from
“very low” to “very high”.
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Shared illegitimate tasks experiences
(coworker- frequency)
[Stem: Please rate the frequency with which
you also experienced (piped text from focal
participant’s response #1/#2/#3) over the last
2 months at work:]
Rating: Rated on a 5 point Likert scale from
“never” to “frequently”.

Shared illegitimate tasks experiences
(coworker- sharing)
[Stem: Please rate the extent to which you
believe that your coworkers have experienced
the following (task #1/#2/#3) over the last 2
months at work.”
Rating: Rated on a 5 point Likert scale from
“never” to “frequently”.
Heatherton and Polivy’s (1991) state selfesteem scale:
[Stem: This is a questionnaire designed to
measure what you are thinking at this

State self-esteem:
[Stem: This is a questionnaire designed to
measure what you have thought of yourself
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moment. There is, of course, no right answer

over the last 2 months at work. There is, of

for any statement. The best answer is what

course, no right answer for any statement. The

you feel is true of yourself at this moment. Be

best answer is what you feel has been

sure to answer all of the items, even if you are

generally true to yourself over the last two

not certain of the best answer. Again, answer

months. Be sure to answer all of the items,

these questions as they are true for you

even if you are not certain of the best answer.

RIGHT NOW. Using the following scale,

Again, answer these questions as they are true

place a number in the box to the right of the

for you FOR THE LAST 2 MONTHS. Please

statement that indicates what is true for you at

use the scale provided to indicate how much

this moment:]

you agree with each of the following items.

1. I feel confident about my abilities.
2. I am worried about whether I am
regarded as a success or failure.
3. I feel satisfied with the way my body
looks right now.
4. I feel frustrated or rattled about my
performance.
5. I feel that I am having trouble
understanding things that I read.
6. I feel that others respect and admire
me.

Over the last 2 months:]
1. I am worried about whether I am
regarded as a success or failure (R)
2. I feel self-conscious (R)
3. I feel displeased with myself (R)
4. I am worried about what other people
think of me (R)
5. I feel inferior to others (R)
6. I feel concerned about the impression
I am making (R)
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7. I am dissatisfied with my weight.
8. I feel self-conscious.
9. I feel as smart as others.
10. I feel displeased with myself.
11. I feel good about myself.
12. I am pleased with my appearance right
now.
13. I am worried about what other people
think of me.
14. I feel confident that I understand
things.
15. I feel inferior to others at this moment.
16. I feel unattractive.
17. I feel concerned about the impression
I am making.
18. I feel that I have less scholastic ability
right now than others.
19. I feel like I’m not doing well.

7. I am worried about looking foolish (R)
Rating: Rated on a 5 point Likert scale from
“not at all” to “extremely”
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20. I am worried about looking foolish.
Rating: Rated on a 5 point Likert scale from
“not at all” to “extremely”
Watson et al’s (1988) PANAS-X:
[Stem: Over the past few weeks, please rate
the frequency with which you felt:]
1. Scared
2. Afraid
3. Upset
4. Distressed
5. Jittery
6. Nervous
7. Ashamed
8. Guilty

State negative affect scale:
[Stem: Please rate the following items based
on how you have generally felt at work over
the last two months. Over the last two
months, I have felt:]
1. Upset
2. Jittery
3. Nervous
4. Irritable
5. Distressed
Rating: Rated on a 5 point Likert scale from
“not at all” to “very much”

9. Irritable
10. Hostiel
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Rating: Rated on a 4 point Likert scale from
“little or none of the time” to “most of the
time”
Miller and Cardy’s (2000) Task Performance
scale:

In-role performance scale (Coworker):
[Stem: Please think of the person who handed

1. He/she shows a willingness to learn
and improve
2. He/she becomes involved and
participates in employee meetings
3. He/she rarely takes on extra
responsibilities (R)
4. He/she feels a sense of ‘ownership’
rather than being just an employee
5. He/she seldom makes suggestions on
how to improve the work process (R)
6. When he/she wants to reach a goal,
he/she is usually able to succeed

you this survey. Please rate the following
aspects of that individual’s work performance
over the last 2 months, relative to other
coworkers in similar functions:]
1. This coworker shows a willingness to
learn and improve
2. This coworker becomes involved and
participates in employee meetings
3. This coworker rarely takes on extra
responsibilities (R)
4. This coworker feels a sense of
‘ownership’ rather than being just an
employee

7. He/she completes work in a timely
and effective manner
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8. He/she completes a large quantity of
work
9. He/she performs high-quality work
Rating: Rated on a 5 point Likert scale from
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.

5. This coworker seldom makes
suggestions on how to improve the
work process (R)
6. When this coworker wants to reach a
goal, he/she is usually able to succeed
7. This coworker completes work in a
timely and effective manner
8. This coworker completes a large
quantity of work
9. This coworker performs high-quality
work
Rating: Rated on a 5 point Likert scale from
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.

Spector, Bauer and Fox ‘s (2010) 10-item
OCB-C short scale:

OCB scale (Coworker):
[Stem: Please think about the individual who

[Stem: How often have you done each of the

handed you the survey. With that individual

following things on your present job?]

in mind, please rate how often over the last 2

1. Took time to advise, coach, or mentor
a co-worker

months he or she has done each of the
following things at work:]
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2. Helped co-worker learn new skills or
shared job knowledge
3. Helped new employees get oriented on
the job
4. Lent a compassionate ear when
someone had a work problem
5. Offered suggestions to improve how
work is done
6. Helped a co-worker who had too
much to do
7. Volunteered for extra work
assignments
8. Worked weekends or other days off to
complete a project or task
9. Volunteered to attend meetings or
work on committees on own time
10. Gave up meal and other breaks to
complete work
Rating: Rated on a 5 point Likert scale from
“never” to “every day”

1. Took time to advise, coach, or mentor
a co-worker
2. Helped a co-worker learn new skills or
shared job knowledge
3. Helped new employees get oriented on
the job
4. Lent a compassionate ear when
someone had a work problem
5. Offered suggestions to improve how
work is done
6. Helped a co-worker who had too
much to do
7. Volunteered for extra work
assignments
8. Worked weekends or other days off to
complete a project or task
9. Volunteered to attend meetings or
work on committees on own time
10. Gave up meal and other breaks to
complete work
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Rating: Rated on a 5 point Likert scale from
“never” to “every day”
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Appendix B
Screening Questions
In order to participate in the
study, participants will need
to indicate ‘yes’ to:
a) being aged 18 years or
older,
b) be fluent/literate in
English, c) be residing in the
U.S,
d) have been at the same
company with the same
coworker for at least 6
months,
e) be full-time (35+ hours a
week) workers,
f) often (i.e., at least three
days a week) work
interdependently with others
in a team (i.e., team, group or
unit tasks),
g) often work with the same 2
or more coworkers in the
same geographical location
and,
h) have the referred coworker
be in a similar level and
position type as the focal
participant (e.g., two
administrative assistants but
not an office manager and an
administrative assistant).

Red Herring Questions
Potential red-herring
questions:
-What is the total number of
employees in the office your
coworker is in? (e.g., 1-50,
51-100, 101-200, etc.)
-What is your coworker’s
state of birth?

Transition Screen Text
You have now completed
your section of the survey.
Please ask your coworker to
take his/her section of the
survey now and hand over the
device (e.g., laptop, tablet,
cell phone) with the survey to
him/her. We ask that you
please step away from the
coworker as he/she completes
the survey to ensure
confidentiality. Thank you for
your cooperation. When your
coworker has the device and
is ready to proceed, please
click the arrows below to
continue.
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(After responding to the
initial set of screening
questions)
You indicated that you are a
full-time employee. Please
indicate which of the
following statements most
accurately describes your
situation. (Please select one.)
•

I am currently at work
and have other colleagues
with me that work on my
team or in a similar
role (Accept)

•

I am an independent
worker and don’t have
other colleagues on my
team or in my role

•

I am currently working
from home or remotely

•

I am not currently at work
(off-hours, weekend, etc.)

•

None of these

(After responding to the
initial set of screening
questions)
You indicated that you are
currently at work and have
other colleagues that work on
your team or in a similar
role. The second part of this
survey will include a section
that we would like a
colleague on your team, who
has a similar role, to
participate in. Are any of
your colleagues available and
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willing to participate
immediately after you’ve
completed your portion of the
survey?
•

Yes (Accept)

•

No
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